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Dear  Reader: 

Enclosed  is  the  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  and  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  Dixie  Resource  Area 
(DRA).  This  Proposed  RMP  is  designed  to  be  used  in  conjunction  with 
the  Draft  RMP/EIS  published  on  October  27,  1989.  It  is  a  refinement  of 
the  Preferred  Alternative  in  the  draft  document,  with  consideration 
given  to  public  comments,  corrections,  and  rewording  for  clarifications. 

This  Proposed  Plan  may  be  protested  in  accordance  with  the  planning 
regulations,  43  CFR  1610.5-2.  Protests  must  be  in  writing  and  sent  to 
the  Director  (760),  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Room  909,  Premier 
Building,  1725  I  Street  N.W.,  Washington  D.C.  20240,  within  30  days  of 
the  date  of  publication  of  the  Notice  of  Availability  by  the  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  in  the  Federal  Register.  The  protest 
must  include  the  following  information: 

The  name,  mailing  address,  telephone  number,  and  interest  of  the 
person  filing  the  protest. 

A  statement  of  the  issue  or  issues  beings  protested. 

A  statement  of  the  part  of  parts  of  the  plan  being  protested. 

A  copy  of  all  documents  addressing  the  issue  or  issues  that  were 
submitted  during  the  planning  process  by  the  protesting  party,  or 
an  indication  of  the  date  the  issue  or  issues  were  discussed  for 
the  record. 

A  concise  statement  explaining  why  the  proposed  decision  is 
believed  to  be  wrong. 

Following  the  30-day  protest  period  the  Proposed  Plan,  excluding  any 
portions  under  protest,  become  final.  Approval  will  be  withheld  on  any 
portion  of  the  Proposed  Plan  under  protest  until  final  action  has  been 
completed  on  such  protest.  The  Record  of  Decision  and  Final  Resource 
Management  Plan  will  then  be  published. 

I  want  to  thank  those  who  participated  in  the  development  of  this 
plan.  I  hope  your  involvement  will  continue  as  we  move  into  the 
implementation  phase  of  the  plan. 


Sincerely, 
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Gordon  Staker 
District  Manager 


3C.>25 


PROPOSED 

DIXIE  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

AND 

FINAL 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


Prepared  by 
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State  Director 
Utah  State  Office 


Abstract:  This  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS),  when  combined  with  the  Draft  RMP/EIS, 
describe  and  analyze  three  alternatives  for  management  of  public  lands 
and  resources  in  the  Dixie  Resource  Area.  The  Proposed  Plan  is 
patterned  after  Alternative  C.  It  focuses  on  two  planning  issues  and 
also  addresses  all  resource  programs.  When  the  Proposed  Plan  becomes 
final,  it  will  provide  a  comprehensive  management  framework  for  the 
public  lands  and  resources  in  the  Dixie  Resource  Area. 


For  more  information  contact:     David  Everett 

Dixie  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
225  North  Bluff  Street 
St.  George,  UT  84770 


Protests  on  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  are  due  30  days  after  the  filing  of  this 
document  with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA). 
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CHAPTER  1 
SUMMARY 


This  document  includes  the  Proposed  Dixie  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  The  following  summary 
briefly  reviews  the  development  of  this  document  and  its  companion 
volume,  the  Draft  Dixie  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS). 


ISSUES 

Two  major  issues  were  addressed  in  the  Dixie  Resource  Management  Plan 
(RMP).  These  issues  were  identified  based  on  recommendations  from  the 
public.  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  resource  specialists  and 
managers,  and  other  governmental  agencies. 

Issue  1 :  Land  Ownership  Adjustments 

Rapid  urban  growth  and  expansion  in  Washington  County  is  generating 
controversy  regarding  the  most  appropriate  use  for  the  public  lands. 
Adjustments  in  land  ownership  are  appropriate  in  parts  of  the  resource 
area  to  achieve  more  efficient  management  and  utilization  of  public 
resources.  A  demand  exists  for  certain  public  lands  to  be  made 
available  for  disposal  or  exchange. 

Needed  decisions  include: 

What  public  lands  should  be  retained  in  public  ownership? 

What  public  lands  should  be  disposed? 

Where  is  access  needed  to  improve  resource  management? 

Issue  2:  Recreation  and  Tourism 

Recreation  and  tourism  are  important  economic  and  social  amenities  for 
Washington  County.  Public  land  use  decisions  are  often  controversial 
and  can  enhance  or  detract  from  the  quality  of  the  recreational/tourist 
experience. 


Needed  decisions  include: 

How  should  the  scenic  values  be  maintained? 

What  portions  of  the  resource  area  should  be  designated  as 
closed,  limited,  or  open  to  off-highway  vehicles  (OHV)  use? 

What  should  be  done  to  enhance  recreational  values? 

ALTERNATIVE  PLANS  CONSIDERED 

Three  alternative  plans  were  considered  in  developing  this  Proposed 
Plan  to  provide  for  the  management  of  the  public  lands  in  the  DRA. 
These  alternatives  were  described  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  released  for 
public  review  in  October  1989.  Specific  resource  management  decisions 
for  each  alternative  were  presented.  These  alternatives  did  not  follow 
a  distinct  production  vs.  protection  approach.  They  were  variations  of 
an  existing  management  framework  plan  (MFP)  which  worked  well  for  most 
resource  management  programs.  Nearly  all  programs  needed  some 
adjustments  in  order  to  respond  to  changes  in  management  direction, 
county  growth,  and  increasing  tourism  and  recreation  as  described  in 
the  issues.  Each  alternative  represents  a  different  set  of  adjustments 
which  resolve  the  identified  issues  and  management  concerns.  Each 
alternative  is  also  a  comprehensive  plan. 

Alternative  A  (No  Action) 

Alternative  A  was  a  continuation  of  the  current  management  described  in 
the  Virgin  River  Management  Framework  Plan  (1981).  Any  nonconforming 
actions  would  continue  to  be  dealt  with  through  plan  amendments.  The 
MFP  decisions  would  be  analyzed  for  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA)  compliance. 

Alternative  B 

Alternative  B  emphasized  land  tenure  adjustment.  The  thrust  of  this 
plan  was  to  maximize  opportunities  for  exchanging  tracts  of  public  land 
identified  by  BLM  for  exchange  pooling  or  identified  as  desired  by 
local  and  state  planning  interests  and  which  are  not  mandated  by 
regulations  for  retention.  Identified  for  acquisition  are  private  and 
state  lands  which  would  be  resource  enhancing  for  public  purposes. 

Alternative  C  (Preferred) 

Alternative  C  emphasized  resource  retention.  The  thrust  of  this  plan 
was  to  optimize  opportunities  for  the  long  term  retention,  protection, 
and  special  management  of  any  public  lands  identified  as  having 
critical  resource  values  or  uses  including  (but  not  limited  to) 
cultural  resources,  riparian  values.  Threatened  and  Endangered  (T&E) 
species  habitat,  scenic  values,  and  recreational  values. 


The  Proposed  Plan 

The  Proposed  Plan  in  this  document  is  a  refinement  of  Alternative  C, 
with  consideration  given  to  public  comments,  corrections,  and  rewording 
for  clarification.  The  Proposed  Plan  addresses  the  identified  issues 
and  would  serve  as  a  comprehensive  plan  over  all  resource  programs. 
Maps  representing  the  proposed  decisions  are  included  in  the  appendix. 


CHAPTER  2 
CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


Initiation  of  the  planning  process  began  in  January  1986  with  internal 
review  of  the  existing  management  framework  plan  (MFP).  It  was 
determined  the  MFP  was  inadequate  to  cope  with  resource  problems 
resulting  from  rapid  county  population  growth.  Management  review  of 
resource  problems  identified  three  preliminary  planning  issues  and  many 
management  concerns  to  be  addressed  in  an  RMP,  These  problems  and  the 
support  needs  to  do  a  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  were  developed 
into  a  Preplan  Analysis  document. 

A  Federal  Register  notice  was  published  on  November  14,  1986  announcing 
preparation  of  this  RMP,  introducing  the  preliminary  issues  to  be 
addressed,  preliminary  planning  criteria,  preliminary  alternatives, 
inviting  public  participation  in  planning  and  nominations  for  Areas  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACECs). 

Press  releases  and  several  hundred  invitations  to  interested  parties  of 
record  were  sent  on  November  14,  1986  soliciting  public  participation 
in  the  planning  process.  Copies  of  the  Preplan  Analysis  were  sent  to 
interested  parties  responding  to  these  letters. 

Approximately  one  year  was  spent  in  data  gathering  and  field 
inventories  in  order  to  prepare  the  management  situation  analysis 
(MSA).  Priority  was  given  to  collecting  information  relating  to  the 
planning  issues  and  management  concerns. 

During  this  period,  formal  and  informal  meetings  were  held  with  Utah 
State  Land  Board  officials  and  county  and  city  community  leaders  in 
order  to  identify  community  and  state  land  needs  and  potential  areas  of 
conflict  between  land  uses.  Data  input  was  solicited  from  special 
interest  groups  regarding  specific  nominations  for  ACECs,  right-of-way 
corridors,  and  possible  sites  for  large  scale  water  reservoirs.  One 
ACEC  nomination  was  received  from  the  Nature  Conservancy  and  two 
corridors  were  identified  by  the  utility  industry.  The  Washington 
County  Water  Conservancy  District  could  not  identify  specific  site 
needs  for  reservoirs  on  BLM  lands.  Thus,  this  issue  was  dropped  from 
further  planning  during  the  MSA. 

The  nine-step  planning  process  outlined  in  the  Draft  RMP  requires  the 
opportunity  for  public  input  throughout  the  process  in  order  to 
continually  refine  the  issues  and  analysis.  The  following  table 
outlines  the  key  contacts  through  publication  of  the  Draft  RMP. 


KEY  EVENTS  IN  THE  PLANNING  PROCESS 

01/30/86 


02/05/86 


02/24/86 
03/17/86 


04/04/86 
05/05/86 

09/08/86 

10/04/86 
10/09/88 

10/14/88 

10/23/86 
12/05/88 

12/11/86 
02/09/87 


First  meeting  with  Cedar  City  District  Office 
Planning  and  Environmental  Coordination  staff 
concerning  development  of  Dixie  RMP. 

Second  meeting  with  Planning  and  Environmental 
Coordination  staff  to  determine  RMP  inventory  needs, 
preplan  needs,  commitment  to  Geographic  Information 
System  analysis. 

Third  meeting  with  Planning  and  Environmental 
Coordination  staff  and  commitment  to  "get  started." 

First  meeting  with  all  participating  staff  and  Cedar 
City  District  Office  Planning  and  Environmental 
Coordination  staff  to  screen  resource  conflicts  and 
inventory  needs. 

District  Planning  and  Environmental  Coordination 
staff,  State  Office  (Milt  Rupp)  and  staff  meet  to 
discuss  realty/right-of-way  needs  for  RMP. 

Meeting  with  State  Office  (Steve  Howard),  Planning 
and  Environmental  Coordination  staff,  all  staff  to 
discuss  preplanning. 

Preplan  analysis  submitted  to  District  Office  for 
review. 

News  release  on  RMP  and  preliminary  issues. 

Meeting  with  State  Office  range  coordinator  (Ken 
Boyer)  regarding  range  program  needs  for  RMP  with 
existing  Hot  Desert  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Federal  Register  notice  published  and  letters  sent 
to  222  persons  and  groups  on  record. 

Preplan  signed  by  State  Director. 

Area  Manager's  concept  of  plan  developed  and  signed 
by  District  Manager. 

Presentation  to  Cedar  City  District  Advisory  Council. 

Meeting  with  Washington  Office  (Frosty  Littrell)  and 
State  Office  (Steve  Howard)  to  receive  program 
guidance  on  developing  MSA/RMP  (emphasis  on  the 
carrying  forward  of  valid  existing  management  from 
MFP  to  RMP  alternatives). 


02/19/87 
03/23/87 

04/14/87 

04/20/87 
08/10/87 

08/17/87 

02/16/88 

03/12/88 
03/12/88 
03/20/88 
04/7-8/88 

04/10/88 
04/31/88 

05/12/88 

05/20/88 

06/12/88 

07/12/88 

11/21/88 
12/02/88 


News  release. 

Scoping  meeting  with  Southern  Utah  Wilderness 
Association. 

Meeting  with  Resource  Development  Coordinating 
Committee  (State  of  Utah)  in  Salt  Lake  City  to 
present  summary  of  identified  issues. 

Coordination  with  Woundfin  Recovery  Team  (Hedges). 

Scoping  meeting  in  Salt  Lake  City  with  Southern  Utah 
Wilderness  Alliance,  Wilderness  Society,  Sierra 
Club,  National  Parks  and  Conservation  Association. 

Coordination  meeting  with  Utah  Division  of  Wildlife 
Resources. 

Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  meeting  with 
District  Manager  (presented  all  nominations). 

News  release. 

Presentation  to  Cedar  City  District  Advisory  Council 

News  release. 

Two  day  Resource  Development  Coordinating  Committee 
tour. 

News  article. 

Open  house  (radio  announcement  and  invitation  to 
County  Planner  and  County  Commission). 

Alternative  meeting  with  Steve  Howard/Area 
Manager/District  Manager. 

Bureau  of  Land  Management/Division  of  Wildlife 
Resources  annual  meeting  with  RMP  overview. 

The  MSA  completed  by  team  for  District  Manager 
review. 

Alternative  meeting  with  new  Associate  District 
Manager. 

Alternative  presentation  to  State  Director. 

Alternative  presentation  to  Multiple  Use  Advisory 
Board. 


12/09/88         Draft  RMP/EIS  to  District  Office  for  review. 

12/19/88         District  Manager  presentation  to  Resource 

Development  Coordinating  Committee  (State  of  Utah). 


DOCUMENT  DISTRIBUTION 

Copies  of  this  document  have  been  sent  specifically  to  the  following 
agencies,  organizations,  businesses,  and  interest  groups.  In  addition, 
copies  have  been  made  available  to  individuals. 

Federal  Agencies 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 
Department  of  Agriculture 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service 

Dixie  National  Forest 

Soil  Conservation  Service 
Department  of  the  Air  Force 
Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Mines 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Geological  Survey 

Zion  National  Park 
Department  of  Commerce 
Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Utah  State  Agencies 

Clearinghouse 

Division  of  Lands  and  Forestry 
Department  of  Natural  Resources 
Division  of  Oil,  Gas,  and  Mining 
Division  of  Water  Resources 
Division  of  Wildlife  Resources 

Local  Agencies 

Five  County  Association  of  Governments 
Washington  County  Commission 

Indian  Tribes 

Paiute  Band  of  Shivwits 

Organizations 

Audubon  Society 

Cave  Research  Foundation 
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Common  Cause 

Council  on  Utah  Resources 

Defenders  of  the  Outdoor  Heritage 

Defenders  of  Wildlife 

Friends  of  the  Earth 

League  of  Women  Voters 

National  Council  of  Public  Land  Users 

National  Parks  and  Recreation  Association 

National  Speleological  Society 

National  Stock  Grower's  Association 

National  Wildlife  Federation 

National  Woolgrower's  Association 

Natural  Resources  Defense  Council 

Nature  Conservancy 

Pro-Utah,  Inc. 

Public  Lands  Council 

Sierra  Club 

Society  for  Range  Management 

Southern  Utah  Wilderness  Alliance 

Source 

The  Wilderness  Society 

The  Wi Idlife  Society 

Utah  Cattlemen's  Association 

Utah  Council,  Trout  Unlimited 

Utah  Farm  Bureau 

Utah  Sportsmen  Association 

Utah  Archaeological  Society 

Utah  Gem  and  Mineral  Society 

Utah  Water  Pollution  Control  Association 

Utah  Wilderness  Association 

Utah  Wildlife  and  Outdoor  Recreation  Federation 

Utah  Woolgrower's  Association 

Congressional 

Utah  Delegation 

Interested  Individuals 

Permittees 
Private  Landowners 


RMP/EIS  AVAILABILITY 

Copies  of  the  Proposed  Plan  are  available  for  public  inspection  at  the 
BLM  offices  listed  below: 


Washington  Office  of  Public  Affairs 
18th  and  C  Street,  N.W. 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


Cedar  City  District  Office 
176  East  DL  Sargent  Dr. 
Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 
Phone  (801)  586-2401 


Utah  State  Office 

324  South  State 

Salt  Lake  City.  Utah  84111-2303 

Phone  (801)  524-4227 


Dixie  Resource  Area 
225  North  Bluff  St. 
St.  George,  Utah  84770 
Phone  (801)  673-4654 


PUBLIC  COMMENTS  AND  AGENCY  RESPONSES 

The  90-day  public  comment  period  for  the  Draft  Dixie  Resource 
Management  Plan  was  from  October  27,  1989  when  the  notice  of 
availability  appeared  in  the  Federal  Register,  to  January  24,  1990. 

One  open  house  was  held  on  November  15,  1989  at  the  Dixie  Resource  Area 
Office  to  discuss  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  Four  meetings  were  held  with 
various  interest  groups  during  the  comment  period.  Contact  was  also 
made  with  the  National  Park  Service  during  this  period. 

All  comment  letters  (123)  were  numbered  consecutively  in  their 
approximate  order  of  arrival  at  the  Dixie  Resource  Area  Office. 
The  following  persons,  organizations  and  and  agencies  provided  comment 
on  the  Draft  RMP.  They  are  listed  in  alphabetical  order: 


Name 


American  Rivers 

97 

Anderson,  Bart 

7 

Arizona  Whitewater  Expdtns 

108 

Barbuck,  Walter 

29 

Barkman,  Herman 

82 

Bernshaw,  Elliot 

49 

Bimstein,  Phillip 

74 

Blue  Ribbon  Coalition 

88 

Braitman,  Stephen 

28 

Brigham  Young  University 

12 

Bruce,  Hank 

61 

Buickerood,  J. 

78 

Bureau  of  Mines 

5 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

4 

Burgess;  Dee,Richard&Helen 

83 

Burton,  Jan 

56 

Campbel 1 ,  Jack 

109 

Carlton,  Alan 

24 

Case,  James  B. 

118 

Center  for  Envrmntl  Health 

66 

Chapman,  David 

113 

Chapman,  Steve 

10 

Clark,  Carolyn 

23 

Chesler,  Bruce 

22 

Cox,  Craig 

92 

Cox,  Susan 

14 

Crone,  Martie 

65 

Curran,  Tom 

85 

Letter#   Name 


Czarnecki ,  John 

DeHaan,  Eric  &  Julie 

Department  of  the  Air  Force 

Dillon,  John 

Dittmar,  Bo 

Dixie  National  Forest 

Dul 1 ,  Dr.  Jonathan 

Ellis,  Shelley 

E.P.A. 

Farmer,  Walt 

Fingerhut,  Bert 

Finuvane,  Stephan 

First  Ecology  Group 

Five  County  Assoc,  of  Govrnmts 

Fletcher,  John 

Flood,  Timothy 

Fry,  Michael  N. 

Ft.  Lewis  College 

Gaines,  Jerry 

Glacier  Guides,  Inc. 

Gould,  John 

Grand  Canyon  Trust 

Gregory,  Lee 

Hamilton,  David 

Harvey,  David 

Ivy,  Nancy 

Jones,  Bill 

Jones  Land&Livestock 
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37 

3 

13 

119 

121 
79 
25 
98 
75 
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91 
45 
87 
84 
77 

114 
90 

120 

8 

73 

107 
15 
26 
11 
53 
69 
44 
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Name 


Kazmiergal ,  Anne 

76 

Kilbury,  Richard 

101 

Larson,  Robert 

2 

Latz,  David 

72 

LeBaron,  Ross 

94 

Lewis,  Jane 

32 

Marathon  Oil  Company 

100 

Massey,  R.  Dayle 

47 

Matheson,  Alva 

31 

Matter,  Joseph 

63 

McArthur,  Thomas 

43 

Merten,  Tony 

52 

Messenger,  Thomas 

64 

Mueller,  Robert 

60 

National  Park  Service 

104 

National  Parks&Cons. Assoc. 

106 

National  ResourcesDfn.Cncl . 

115 

Native  Ecosystems 

71 

Nature  Conservancy 

70 

Nelson,  Marci 

50 

Northwest  Cancer  Center 

87 

Office  of  the  Governor 

95 

Patton,  Tom 

81 

Pelech,  Walter&Dorothy 

18 

Peterson,  L.  Cordell 

96 

Powne,  Bob 

36 

Premena 

93 

Proctor,  Chris 

41 

Quivira  Research  Center 

80 

Ramstrom  Rosamond 

117 

Roach,  Deidre 

111 

Rocky  MountainOil&GasAssoc. 

102 

Rodenkirk,  Tim 

67 

Letter#   Name 


Rubin,  Robert 

Schein,  David 

Schelz,  Charles 

Schmutz,  David 

Scott,  Michael 

Severance,  Owen 

Si Iver,  M.D. ,  Daniel 

Smith,  Del 

Sochat,  Barry 

Solar  Oregon 

Southern  Utah  Wilderness  Assoc 

Spezia,  John 

State  of  Utah/Divn. State  Hist. 

Stoltz,  Jim 

Sunhawk  Productions,  Inc. 

Tenneco  Minerals 

Thayer,  Douglas 

The  Wilderness  Society 

Thomas,  Karen  P. 

University  of  Minnesota 

Utah  Chapter  Sierra  Club 

UT  Statewde  Archaeological  Soc 

Utah  Wilderness  Association 

Wade,  John 

Williams,  Hal 

Williams,  Janet 

Windstone,  Deepika 

Wishnoff,  Manny 

Wood,  Lester 

Wood-Ray,  Susan 

Woodwerd,  Bob 

Wooler,  Gary 

Zvonik,  Karen 


Letter# 

40 

42 

30 

116 

110 

86 

20 

54 

62 

123 

99 

33 

9 

27 

59 

89 

112 

105 

19 

55 

103 

125 

124 

68 

58 

57 

46 

39 

17 

51 

38 

6 

16 


Some  issues  raised  in  the  comment  letters  are  not  addressed.  Two  such 
issues  were  those  related  to  livestock  grazing  and  requests  to  include 
new  lands  for  wilderness  study.  As  stated  on  page  8  of  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS,  these  issues  are  not  included  in  the  current  planning  effort. 
The  remaining  issue  relates  to  state  and  county  roads  constructed  under 
the  authority  of  R.S.  2477.  In  accordance  with  Utah  State  Office 
Instruction  Memorandum  No.  90-261,  the  Proposed  Plan  does  not  address 
this  issue;  it  will  be  handled  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 

All  comment  letters  were  read  and  considered  in  formulating  the  Proposed 
Plan.  We  greatly  appreciate  the  time  and  effort  that  was  made  to  assist 
us  in  developing  the  Proposed  Plan,  and  wish  to  thank  all  those  who 
participated  in  the  planning  process  thus  far. 
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The  comment  letters  listed  above  are  reproduced  on  the  following 
pages.     The  bars  along  the  left  margin  indicate  the  general    section  of 
the  comment  letter  from  which  the   specific  comment  \vas  drawn.     Specific 
comments  are  noted  in  the  margin  by  a  letter  number  followed  by  a 
comment  number.     The  specific  comment  numbers  are  printed  at  the  end  of 
the  comment  letter  together  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's 
response. 

fJot  all    comment  letters   received  a  specific   response.     One  reason  for 
this  is  that  essentially  the  same   issues  v^ere  raised  by  approximately 
50  of  the  commentors.     These   issues  are  addressed  only  the  first   time 
they  appear.     Thereafter,   the  reader  is  referred  to  the  original 
response.     Also,   some  letters  did  not  raise  issues   requiring  a  specific 
response. 

A  specific   response  was  not  prepared  on  those  comments  that  addressed 
alternatives  A  or  B  which  are   not  brought  forward  in  this  document. 
Upon  analysis,    some  comment  letters  contained  erroneous  data.     These 
v/ere  not  responded  to  as  the  draft  and  proposed  plan  already  contain 
the  correct   information. 

Specific   responses  were  developed  for  those  comments  that  raised  issues 
relating  to  the  Proposed  Plan  or  made  factual   corrections  to  our 
baseline   resource  data.     Comments  suggesting  new  ACECs  were  addressed 
in  the  appendix. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  #1 


P.O.  Box  164 
ToqoervlUc.  Utah  84774 


Noveaber  28.  1989 


Mr.  David  Brine 

Bureau  of  Land  Managoent 

Dixie  Resource  Area 

225  North  Bluff  Street 

St.  George.  Utah  84770 


I  '''■' 
-I  r 

,o|9ilU|ii,»i'iliai3i4|5. 


Dea 


Mr.  Bri 


This  IS  a  proposal  to  include  Warner  Valley  ano  Sand 
Mountain  in  the  Utah  Wilderness  Inventorv  for  consideration  by 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Manageaent.   The  proposed  area  would  include 
Warner  Valley  bordered  on  the  south  by  the  Utah  border,  and  on 
the  east  bv  the  Hurricane  Cliffs,  to  the  north  of  Sand  Mountain 
to  Willow  Springs,  and  to  the  west  past  Warner  Ridge  to  Little 
Valley. 

This  IS  a  unique  area  both  in  its  geology  and  biological 
assets.   The  eastern  edge  of  this  area  contains  numerous  fossil 
renains  fora  the  ancient  Paradox  Sea  and  Warner  Valley  is  the 
site  of  exposed  dinasaur  footprints.   The  Hurricane  Fault  is 
located  along  the  eastern  edge  of  this  proposed  wilderness  area 
and  the  Fort  Pierce  Wash  passes  along  the  southern  boundry.   This 
proposed  area  contains  some  unusual  flora  and  fauna  which  have  a 
orecarious  existance  in  this  area.   A  nuaber  of  plants  and 
anainals  in  this  area  are  "threatened"  or  "endangered". 

Sand  Mountain  contains  sand  dunes  with  a  nuaber  of  unique 
plants  and  aniaals  which  have  adapted  to  life  on  the  dunes.   On 
these  dunes  is  a  dwindling  population  of  Sidewinders.  Crotalus 
cerastes .  and  a  very  aeager  population  of  Gila  Monsters. 
He loderaa  suspectua.   Both  of  these  reptiles  are  threatened  by 
continued  use  of  motorized  vehicles  on  the  dunes.   There  is  also 
soae  indication  t^at  a  verv  :;isal  1  pcpi:l2t:on  of    C?_pb.trj:5 
agassizi 1  IS  located  in  this  area.   The  Desert  Tortoise  and  Giia 
Monster  are  at  this  tiae  listed  as  endangered  species.   This 
proposed  area  also  contains  a  several  endan^iered  plants.   One  is 
the  Sliver  Pincushion  Cactus,  Pejd  i.oc  actus   s  i  ler  1  ,  which  is  found 
in  along  the  Warner  Ridge  and  along  the  Hurricane  Cliffs  near  the 
Fort  Pierce  Wash.   The  other  endangered  olant  is  the  Bearclaw 
Poppy,  Arc  toaecon  liu_B^i_l_i_s ,  which  is  found  along  the  Warner  Pidge. 

Other  endangered  species  found  in  this  proposed  area  are 
Echinocactus  engl ewanni i  var .  purpureus .   These  species  were 
listed  in  a  Bureau  of  Land  Manageaent  draft  E.I.S.  report  dated 
June  20,  1980  on  the  Allen  Warner  Vallev  Energy  Systea. 

The  Draft  of  the  Dixie  Resource  Manageaent  Plan  shows  an 
orn'aaental  plant  collecting  area  where  a  population  of  Silver 
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Pincushion  Cactus  are  located,  and  where,  two  plant  populations 
of  concern  are  located  AsXr.agalus  ■■BiLHarijjs  and  Ph_ace_l_ia 

I  cephajotes.   The  Dixie  Resource  E.I.M.  shows  a  very  saail  habitat 
1,2   area  for  the  Spotted  Bat.  Euderaa  ■acuLlat.ua.  which  is  found  in 

I  the  proposed  area.   An  exaainatioti  of  the  aaaaalian  collection  at 
Zion  National  Park  shows  that  the  Spotted  Bat  has  a  auch  wider 
range  than  indicated  in  the  E.I.S.  draft  report. 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Manageaent  should  give  every 
consideration  to  placing  the  Warner  Valley  and  Sand  Mountain  area 
In  the  Wilderness  Inventorv.   This  is  an  area  which  is 
appreciated  auch  aore  once  returned  to  its  original  condition  and 
the  use  of  aotorized  vehicles  has  been  liaited.   The  area  is  a 
rich  resource  of  natural  assets  which  should  be  protected  for 
generations.   Continued  use  bv  aotorized  vehicles  threatens  the 
delicate  habitat  and  will  eventually  cause  the  sand  to  start 
aoving  and  destroying  this  unique  habitat.   At  this  tiae  the  sand 
dunes  north  of  Sand  Mountain  ate  a  priae  area  for  A.T.V   use 
without  consideration  of  the  endangered  environment,  plants,  and 
aniaals.   The  econoalc  value  of  A.T.V.  recreation  can  be 
maintained  by  utilizing  the  areas  already  destroyed  by  A.T.V.  use 

near  Blooaington.   Warner  Valley  and  Sand  Mountain  should  be 
returned  to  its  prist ine  natural  beauty. 


FJobert 


Harner  Valley  and  Sand  Mountain  are  not  Included  In  the  Utah  statewide 

wilderness  inventory  and  will  not  be  reported  as  reviewable  wilderness 

under  Section  603  (A).  FLPMA.  See  also  Response  12.3. 

Protection  for  the  spotted  bat  would  be  afforded  within  the  designated 
Marner  Ridge  ACEC. 
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COMMENT   LETTER   #2 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 


2.1 


2  7  SCV  U33 


Mr.  James  M.  Parker,  State  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Utah  State  Office 
2370  South.  2300  West 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84119 

Dear  Mr.  Parker 

Thank  you  for  providing  us  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Dixie  Resource 
Area  In  Utah. 

We  support  the  BLM's  efforts  to  develop  management  plans  for  lands  under  its 
control.  The  Issue  of  primary  Interest  to  the  Air  Force  regards  the  use  of 
established  military  training  areas  and  routes  for  aircraft  which  may 
traverse  these  areas.  Currently,  several  A1r  Force  flight  training  routes 
traverse  a  portion  of  the  study  area  (See  atch  1).  Military  training  routes 
and  airspace  requirements  are  subject  to  change,  however.  It  is  not 
anticipated  that  significant  changes  to  these  routes  will  occur  In  the 
immediate  future.  In  the  past,  there  have  been  no  major  problems  between 
the  Air  Force  and  the  BLM  concerning  military  over  flights  of  lands  under 
your  management. 

Mission  requirements,  fuel  costs,  and  environmental  constraints  all 
contribute  to  decisions  made  in  locating  a  military  training  activity. 
Because  of  general  aviation  and  population  pressures,  low  altitude,  high 
speed  flights  are  relegated  to  those  areas  least  accessible  and  sparsely 
inhabited.  Tti8rafQr*«  m   ruyMi  jUH^jmto^lM  |^L CMSldtrUlon  to  how 
plaMinf  and  mamwtmrrt   decisions  iighrarfversAlJ*- wTmI  tTre  usf  of  low 
allHrtl  lIllgHlTytha  Atr  Perw^  tft  b«11«v«  unrestrfctcB  iiKTUary  us*  Af 
thew  -rWCn^ir  n«f«tT«rf9F  tlinm*v  and  caahit  affactlveness. 

In  the  future  this  office  will  function  as  HQ  USAF  for  official  review  of 
your  draft  and  final  documents,  or  should  a  conflict  arise,  we  will  be 
available  to  assist  In  establishing  liaison  between  your  office  and  the 
affected  Air  Force  activities. 

We  hope  this  information  Is  useful  in  your  planning  process.  Ue  thank  you 
for  the  documentation  previously  provided  and  look  forward  to  continued 
coMBunication  with  your  office. 
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If  additional  information  is  needed,  please  contact  Mr.  Raymond  Bruntmyer  at 
(214)  653-3341. 


1  Atch 

Flight  Line  Map 

Cy  to;   HQ  USAF/LEEVX 

Gorden  R.  Staker,  Dist  Mgr 
David  Brine,  Area  Mgr. 
554  Range  Group 
1  CEVG/RBDR 
HQ  SAC /DONA 


Environmental  Planning  Division 


RESPONSE 

2.1     RHP  decisions  would  not  affect  airspace  for  military  training. 
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COMMENT   LETTER   #3 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 

LOWER  COLORADO  RECIONALOFFICE 

P.O    BOX  427 

BOULDER  CITY,  NEVADA  9900S 


m 


NOV  0 :  VJ39 


•'.  OF  u«io  MA\«^^iar       = 

Nuv  ■  .• ;  ■  = 


7.8,&|I0,ll,B|l,2,3f»,5ia 


n         = 


Hr.  David  Brine.  Dixie  Resource  Area,  Bureau  ^f    Land  Management, 
225  North  Bluff  Street.  St.  George  UT  84770 

Regional  Supervisor  of  Water,  Land,  and  Power 

Comments  on  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  on  Proposed 
Dixie  Resource  Management  Plan-1989  (Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement) 


replace  paragraph  7 


subject  dr 
page  34: 


and  submit  the  following 


Offtc 


Bur 


At    the    request    of    the   Dixie    Resourct 
Reclamation    (Reclamation)    forwarded   a   memorandum  on   April    12.    1986, 
to   the   State    Director,    Utah  State   Office,    BLM ,    requesting    that 
Reclamation's   withdrawal    review  be   amended    to   delete    from  the 
listing  of    lands    identified    for    retention  under   the   existing 
withdrawal,    lots    1    and   4  of    section    3,    T.    41    S. .    R.    14  W. ,    SLM, 
Utah,    containing   89.75  acres    in  Washington  County.    Utah.      The  City 
of    St.    George    (City)    requested    right-of-way  on   these    lands    for    the 
Quail   Creek  Water  Treatment    Project.      SLM  granted    the   City 
right-of-way  under   R/W  Grant    U-60051.      On   April    10.    1989. 
Reclamation    requested    the    relinquishment   of    the    remaining 
1.296.25  acres   of    lands   withdrawn    for   UVerkln  Springs    Unit. 
Colorado   River   Basin   Salinity  Control    Project.    Utah,    indicating    in 
the   memorandum   that    this   acreage   was   no    longer   required    for  project 
purposes.      Therefore,    the  entire  acreage   of  approximately 
1.386  acres   has   been    identified    for   relinquishment. 


We  appr 
send  us 


■elate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  oi 
a  copy  of  the  final  EIS  when  It  is  published. 


this  draft. 


Pie 


/4/-^. 


RESP04SE 
Text  changed. 


COMMENT   LETTER   #4 
Unitecl  States  Department  of  the  Irvlerior       uBs^Bm 

BUREAU  OF  MINES 

P,  O,   BOX  ZSOflfi 

BUILDING  W.  DENVt^R  IIDFRAi  CENTFR 

DENVER.  COLORADO    §0225 

Intermounlain  Field  Operalions  Center 


November  16.  1989 


AUOFl 

DIXIE  BESOWICtr- 

N0V2'  , 

,  t:i9ilOiU|E|li2i3i4|5i6 


Memorandum 

To  Mr.  David  Brine,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

From:         Chief,  Intermounlain  Field  Operations  Cenier 


Subject: 


Review  of  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  lor  the  Dixie  Resource  Area,  Utah 


Bureau  of  Mines  personnel  reviewed  the  subject  report  relative  lo  possible  impacts  on 
mineral  resources  and  mineral  production  lacilities  as  requested  by  Gordon  R  Slaker. 
District  Manager 

The  report  proposes  three  alternate  management  plans  for  the  Dixie  Resource  Area  (DBA), 
Utah,  and  discusses  each  plan's  effect  on  leasable,  locatable,  and  saleable  mineral 
resources  wtthin  the  DRA     Confusion  arises  because  of  the  variable  use  ol  different  mineral 
classification  terms  throughout  the  report     Care  should  be  taken  to  define  and  use  only  the 
delined  term  in  the  report     The  following  are  some  of  the  different  terms  used  to  represent 
the  same  mineral  classificalion 


Leasable  mineral(s}:      Locatable  mineral(s): 


Fluid  mineral(s) 
Mineral(s)  fluids 
Minerals  /Fluid) 


Minerals  (Locatable) 
Locatable  mining 
Mineral  locatable 


Saleable  mineral(s) 

Mineral  materials 
Minerals  (Saleable) 
Mineral  (Ma!er:?is) 
Materials  (Saleable) 
Saleable  mineral  materials 
Saleable  resources 


The  decision,  as  stated  (plan,  p  8)  to  regard  Wilderness  Study  Areas  (WSA  s)  as  bemg 
released  from  wilderness  consideration  is  a  major  shortcoming  to  sound  mineral  resource 
management     The  WSA's  comprise  98,173  acres  or  about  16  percent  of  the  DRA  that  are 
currently  withdrawn  from  (closed  to)  new  mineral  development     Past  Congressional 
decisions  suggest  that  a  major  part  of  the  acreage  will  be  made  wilderness  and  be 
permanently  closed  to  mineral  development     By  the  standards  set  forth  in  the  managemcul 
plan.  16  percent  is  a  major  negative  impact,  both  short  and  long  term,  on  future  mineral 
development,  yet  it  has  simply  been  dismissed  in  a  single  four-lme  paragraph  within  a  242 
page  report 


IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIHIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIItllllllllllllllllllllllH 
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Acreages  used  to  define  areas  effected  in  mineral  discussions  vary  from  section  to  section 
and  assignment  of  particular  acreages  to  use  categories  is  inconsistent     In  one  case  "ORV 
closed"  land  is  considered  closed  to  mineral  development,  and  in  another  it's  considered 
only  restricted*  thus  adding  lo  reader  confusion    The  following  are  some  examples  of 
differing  acreages  taken  from  the  report: 


Fluid   minerals 


Alternative  A 

Alternat 

ive  C 

p.  26      p.  85 

P- 

188 

p.  85 

146 

Category  1 

460,215    514,510 

515 

620 

403,555 

421 

300 

2 

26,700     26,700 

26 

700 

52,610 

56 

300 

3 

40,585     40,585 

40 

850 

168,875 

150 

100 

4 

45,880     45,880 

44 

995 

2,635 

22 

635 

Locatable 

minerals 

Alternative  A 

Alterna 

tive  B 

p.  29      p.  86 

,.P.,, 

86 

p.  110 

0. 

173 

open 

620,000    625,040 

Closed 

Wilderr 

ess 

2,600      2,635 

2 

635 

13,600 

3 

040 

+  3 

230 

p.  161 

Restricted 

96,900     35,220 

( includes 

ORV 

closed*) 

Alternate  C 

p.   86  --  29,595  closed 
p.  149  —  37,100  withdrawn 
p.  154  —  32,000  withdrawn 


27,000  will  be  initiated 


Saleable  minerals 

Alternative 

C 

p.  86      p.  149 

p.  189 

Closed 

82,100 

109,060 

ORV  closed* 

82, 100 

Withdrawal 

26,960 

The  following  show  contradictions  or  make  comments  about  particular  problems  m  the  text 

P  8.  para.  4  -  "tar  sands  will  not  be  addressed    these  resources  are  not  known  to  be 
present  (in  the  DRA]    ",  but  p  21  reads  "Initial  interest  in  the  area  [Virgin  Oil  Field]  resulted 
from  the  presence  of  several  oil  seeps  and  outcrops  of  oil  sands  in  the  vicinity " 

P.  24.  Fig.  2-5  -  US  Geological  Survey  and  Bureau  ot  Mines  mineral  resource  reports  give 
a  high  geothermal  resource  potential  for  the  Red  Mountain  and  Cottonwood  Canyon  WSAs, 
but  these  are  not  included  on  Figure  2-5, 


P.  110.  top  of  page  -  For  locatable  minerals.  "Closures  will  increase  to  13.600  acres  [for 
Alternative  B]     This  is  an  increase  of  3,230  acres  (over  Alternative  A)  "   This  indicates  that 
Alternative  A  has  10,370  acres  of  closed  land,  but  Table  3-1  (p  86)  shows  only  2,635  acres 
as  closed  under  Alternative  A;  the  discussion  ot  locatable  minerals  for  Alternative  A  (p  93) 
does  not  mention  the  closed  10.370  acres,  and  the  discussion  for  Alternative  A  (p   161) 
reads,  "Under  this  alternative  |A]  6,843  acres  are  withdrawn  from  [locatable)  mineral 
location"     Also,  Table  3-1  shows  only  2,635  and  3,230  acres  closed  tor  Alternative  B  and 
not  the  total  13,600  acres 

I   P    149.  Mineral  Materials  section  -  The  discussion  neglects  to  include  26,960  acres  of 
withdrawn  (closed)  land  as  shown  on  table  3-1,  (p  86). 

P.  160.  Fluid  Minerals  section  -  An  implied  bias  appears  here  because  all  mention  of  low  to 
moderate  negative  impacts  are  emphasized  by  underlining,  but  the  one  reference  to  a  major 
negative  impact  is  not 

P.  161.  Minerals  (Locatable)  section,  1st  para    -  "A  total  ol  293,540  acres  (47  percent)  of  the 
DRA  has  been  inventoried  as  having  medium  or  high  potential  lor  locatable  minerals "    Fig 
2-7,  p  28,  pictorially  presents  the  part  o(  the  DRA  covered  by  the  medium  and  high 
potential,  but  indicates  only  about  25%  coverage,  and  not  47%  as  stated  in  the  text 

Same  section.  2nd  para   -  "    8.843  acres  are  withdrawn  from  mineral  location "    Withdrawn 
IS  "closed",  yet  table  3-3,  (p  86)  does  not  show  this  acreage  nor  is  this  acreage  discussed 
In  other  sections     Is  it  part  of  the  10,370  closed  acres  implied  for  Alternative  A  (p   110)'' 
Also,  this  paragraph  slates  56.030  acres  +  3,185  acres  +  37,685  acres  (total  =  96,900 
acres)  require  3809  regulations  (meaning  "restricted"),  but  table  3-1,  (p  86),  and  the 
discussion  (p  93)  indicate  only  35,220  acres  are  restricted    We  do  not  understand  the 
difference. 

Same  section.  3rd  para    -  "Impact  ol  Alternative  A  to  the  mineral  locatable  program  is 
negligible"     By  the  standards  set  forth  elsewhere  in  the  report,  8,843  acres  of  withdrawal  (3 
percent  ol  DRA)  and  96,900  acres  restricted  (15  percent  of  DRA),  we  believe  is  more  than  a 
negligible  impact 

P.  172.  bottom  ol  page  -  Last  sentence  states  Category  3  designations  are  12  percent  of 
Potential  Zone,  whereas  table  3-1,  (p.  85)  slates  12  percent  is  for  Categories  2  and  3 
combined. 

P   173,  Materials  (Saleable)  section  -  This  paragraph  is  illogical     Simply  "identifying"  the 
closed  or  restricted  areas  does  not  change  the  fact  that  85,330  acres  will  be  closed  (13 
percent  of  DRA)  and  131,520  acres  will  be  restricted  (21  percent  of  DRA)  lor  saleable 
mineral  location.    We  believe  that  this  is  not  a  negligible  impact  as  is  identified  in  the 
paragraph 
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COMMENT   LETTER   #4 


P.  173,  Minerals  (Loeatablel  section  -  The  3,040-acfe  Desert  Woodbury  Study  Area 
withdrawal  appears  in  this  section  but  Is  not  shown  elsewhere.    Is  it  additive  to  the 
acreages  on  page  86  and  page  172  and  the  2,635-acfe  (or  3,788-acre  as  shown  on  p.  37- 
38)  Beaver  Dam  Mountain  Wilderness  or  the  3,230-acre  Beaver  Dam  Slope? 


I/?/ 


J  y.ii^ 


rbn     William  Cochran 


RESPONSE 


4.1 


P.L.  100-203  prohtbtts  Issuing  oil  and  gas  leases  or  permits  for  oil 
and  gas  exploration  by  means  requiring  construction  of  roads  or  road 
Improvement  within  HSAs.  In  the  event  of  release  of  HSAs, 
approximately  100.000  acres  within  the  OR*  would  become  available  for 
oil  and  gas  leasing.  Only  Congress  can  designate  or  release  these 
NSAs. 


4.2  Text  changed. 

4.3  Text  changed. 

4.4  Text  changed. 


COMMENT   LETTER  #6 


BflRT    flNDERSON 

425    EAST    900    SOUTH 

ST    GEORGE,     UTIW    64  770 


OlXIfKSMttWy 

DEC1319K- 

* 


DECEMBER    11 , 1989 


DfiVE    BRINE 

BUREAU  OF  L(WD  MANAGEnENT 

DIXIE  RESOURCE  AREA 

225  NORTH  BLUFF  ST 

ST.  GEORGE, UTAH 

DEAR  DAVID; 

I  WANT  TO  THANK  YOU  FOR  LETTING  ME  BECOME  INVOLVED  IN  THE 
EVALUATION  OF  THE  PROPOSSED  DIXIE  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
DRAFT.  WITH  THE  HELP  OF  THE  OUTBACK  HIKING  CLUB.IJHICH  IS  UNDER 
THE  SPONSORSHIP  OF  ST.  GEORGE  LEISURE  SERVICES.  IJE  FIRST  WANT  TO 
SAY,  THAT  YOU  AND  YOUR  STAFF  HAVE  DONE  A  VERY  FINE  JOB  IN 
PUTTING  THE  DRAFT  PLf>N  TOGETHER. 

UE  WILL  SUPPORT  THE  DISCUSSED  DRAFT  OR  (WY  ALTERMATIVE 
METHODS. 

I  MOULD  LIKE  TO  CONTINUE  BEING  INFORMED  AND  INVOLVED  ON  THIS 
PROJECT. 


SINCERELY. 


BART  ANDERSON, 


COMMENT   LETTER   #5 

-'    *u  Of  LAND  MA^AG^■  r,>jr 

mt  SSOIRR  «*' 

OCT  2 1  is 

Ml  ™ 

7,8|9,D|ll|12|l|2i3|4|5|6 


12160  N.Bellalre  St. 
Thornton,  CO.  80241 
October  22,  1989 

Mr.  David  Brine 
Bureu  o£  Land  Management 
Dixie  Resource  Area 
225  North  Bluff  St. 
St.  George,  Utah  84770 

Dear  Mr.  BrLne: 


Thank  you  for  sending  me  the  report  entitled  Dixie  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  EIS  -  Draft.   I  appreciate  the 
coiisiderat  ion . 

After  reading  the  document,  I  have  come  to  agreement  with 
the  bureau  in  favoring  Alternative  C.   I  feel  the  shift 
toward  increased  emphasis  on  resource  retention  is  proper 
and  necessary.   I  especially  approve  of  the  additional  ACEC 
designation  at  the  Canaan  Mountain  and  Little  Creek  Mountain 
areas.   I  would  urge  you  to  maintain  this  designation  for 
these  areas  under  any  plan  or  modification.   Maintaining 
these  areas  of  scenic,  historical  and  essential  wildlife 
habitat  In  the  federal  public  lands  Is  mandatory  for  long 
term  preservation  and  future  quality  of  living. 

Thank  you  for  your  time. 


Sincerely,  / 

J^^    %  '2-Jc 

Gary  H.    Hooler 


COMMENT    LETTER   #7 


GLACIEB  Guides,  inc, 

JIMMIE  C.  R09ENBRUCH.  ALASKA  MASTER  GUIDE  «  OUTFITTER 
P-0  BOX  M.  QLACIER  BAY.  ALASKA  •M2e  PHONE  t07-«t7-22S3 
PC   BOX  460.  SANTA  CLARA.  UTAH  ft4766       PHONE  801 


DDK  ICSOnC  MIIA 

N0V2  2198a 


November  21  ,  1 989 


negsment 


Thank  yptr  |i8r  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  Uio  Di>cie  R^ourca jgfcnagement 
Plan  ftVil  #t^  We  ar^  encouraged  that  the  BUI  xz  coooittlpg  thS^esources 
t,^  nmiftge  and  ^-^Ajicli  tbi3  area  ^ 


kC  for  s«vera%di|i||M|l  including  tto  fact  that  the 
;  Estate    remaiJ^pSW-  ftKl»ral   *bnag«ent.      A3   you 
n   three  sides   of  our  jjrropertjr  vest  of  SSkita   Clara 
very  desirous    thRt  llbfttT   Integrity  r«wftlii  protected 
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•  HUNTING         •   FISHING  •  CHARTERS         •  PHOTOGRAPHY 

5I-fOOT  YACHT  M/V-   "CHA/K" 


COMMENT   LETTER    #8 


DiviHion  of  State  History 


November   ?0.    1989 


V,3|S|II)|U|J2|l|2<S|4|5id 


Mr.  Dovia  Brinf 
Bureou  o(  lond  Monogemenl 
Dixie  Resource  Area 
^25  North  eiuff  Street 
St.  George,  U1   84770 

RE:  Orjfl  Resource  Honogemenl  Plan,  fn.lronmental  Impact  Stolemenl  for  the 
Dlile  Resource  Area 


In  Reply  Please  Refer 
Dear  Mr.  Brine; 


Case  No.  K96; 


IrM!*?''  ^i"'  "'"""-Ic  Preservation  Office  has  received  Ihe  above  referenced 
project.  Our  office  has  no  comnents  on  this  project  now 

t^^f^^  '^hrMr^JuS^  ''■'"'"'  ^  -"tl''"''"  ">  ^t  CIK  eOO  or  Utan  Code.  Title 
63  18-3(,   Ihe  Utah  SHPO  makes  no  regulatory  requirement  in  this  matter   If 


I 


COMhCMT  LETTER  #9 


James!  L  -    Dyln 

Regufclion   AssTsTTnce   Coorbinalo 


i 

I 


Kueti  Arch    Davn  Oulih  •        „ 

FROM  THE  PUCl  MO  OKflMlAr- 

Cliri  CANYON  ON  THC  COLORADtTt'  oT^  'HIM  JH^ 

by  E1.01  Poncr  ^      iJi  ""'LJ/     '^^'^?J3:T93&'~ 

._■.  f  .- 

>^    A      /Hi' 


A  PERE<.Ri.V£  SMITH  book'  *''^         '    i**'*'^ 


JI-D:K96//8015V      BIM/llS 


COMMENT    LETTER    #10 


^  ■U^     Alj^.  i?'^^,  <?  /f^.^C 


^S^'-  -^'/'t/5 


Dctcmbcr  21,   1989 


COMMENT   LETTER   #11 

tU!XAU  or  UWD  HAHAGaHTT 

OOCRMDMO 


BRICiHAM  vol  NO 
t'NIVERSITV 


A 


7^/r^//f,^r  ^tf-rx^    ^-c^,^^  ^  ^^ 


•Pi-L  ^ 


'  "r^  J^  ^  t/  . 


/K-a^^^XC--^   Cm-     ^^C^t^v^ 


r   l<^//i-^r    A  C^T^^AT^ui    C_     ,^y  ^c  £<rXA 


•ff^^    n*i-<SwT, 


^ 


/^  '       Af  4>^-»i:  t^  (^,^    /'-a^ 


/ 


7^*-^^  /^-  yo. 


t^^TEMlOFUMlMMA 

DEC2„  o39 

k 


BiKlttulbAty  Av« 
LtteiMMtiaC*    93J40 


Mr    David  Bnne 

Burc:iu  of  Land  Management 

Dixie  Resource  Area 

::5  North  Bluff  Sircci 

St    George,  Utah  84770 

Dear  Mr    Brine: 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmcnial 
Impact  Statement  for  Ihe  Dixie  Resource  Area 

General  Comments 

After  careful  review  of  ihjs  document  we  feel  that  Altemativc  C.  with  some  minor  changes  (discussed 
bclowt,  is  the  best  management  alternative  Alternative  B  is  not  acceptable  because  the  accommodation 
of  development  needs  is  given  grraicr  consideration  than  the  preservation  of  unique  elements  of  llic 
cnvironmcni,  such  as  threatened  and  endangered  species  and  visual  resources  It  does  not  adequately 
addn:ss  the  need  to  enhance  non-commodity  resources  as  welt  as  commodity  resources  Alternative 
A  (no  action)  is  not  acceptable  in  light  of  the  State  of  Utah's  current  policy  on  lands  disposal  wliich 
emphasizes  maximizauon  of  economic  gams  All  state  sections  could  eventually  be  developed  for 
urban  recreation,  housing,  and  industnal  use  This  will  fragment  areas  of  cniical  environmental  concern 
and  the  disturbance  effects  will  move  beyond  the  boundaries  of  those  developed  parcels  This  would 
make  management  of  surrounding  ELM  lands  more  difficult 

We  support  the  emphasis  placed  upon  resource  retention  under  Alternative  C  and  recommend  rapid 
implementation  of  a  sensible  exchange  system  with  the  stale  Responsible  adjudicauon.  including  the 
use  ol  an  arbitration  panel  involving  representatives  from  the  public,  will  be  necessary  for  this  to  be 
successful  Wc  esjxcially  suppon  and  encourage  the  acquisition  of  state  and  private  lands  within  and 
adjjccm  to  uc^ign^loJ  Arc^.  of  C.;t;cal  Eiivironmcrla!  Concern  (.\CEC) 

Comments  Addressing  Management  of  the  Dwarf  Bearclaw  Poppy 

We  have  been  actively  conducting  research  on  the  ecology  of  the  dwarf  bcarclaw  poppy  {Arcinmecon 
humtlis  Coville).  one  of  two  endangered  plant  species  found  within  the  Dixie  Resource  Area,  since 
NK7  Collectively  we  have  spent  over  160  days  in  the  field,  gathcnng  data  from  the  various  habitat 
sues  surround  St  George  We  currently  maintain  a  study  plot  coniaining  approximately  3(X1  tagged 
poppy  plants  at  Red  Blulf  Manuscripts  addressing  habitat  requirements,  demography,  and  reproduction 
of  the  species,  prepared  by  us.  have  been  distnbuled  lo  the  slate,  distnci.  and  resource  area  offices 
(ELM),  The  following  comments  address  items  affecting  the  dwarf  bcarclaw  poppy  and  its  habiiai 
References  are  given  to  specific  comments/cxhibiis  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS 
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COMMENT   LETTER   #11 


COMMENT   LETTER   #11 


11.1 


11.2 


11.3 


11.4 


1  Figure  2-15.  page  58      Habilat   shown  or  the  dwarf  bcarclaw  poppy  docs  not  include  an 

imponani  population  located  north  of  Santa  Oara  Butte  (T  42  S.  R  17  W:  all  of  Section  13  and  small 
ponions  of  all  adjacent  sections).  Also,  it  is  difficult  to  tell  from  the  map  whether  the  Boomer  Hill 
population  is  shown  as  an  extension  of  the  Red  Bluff  (Bloomington  Hill)  population,  or  has  been 
omitted 

2,  Figure  3-5.  page  113.  Alternative  B  map;  Alternative  C  map,    A  40  acre  parcel  located  along 

1-15  south  of  Bioomington  (T  43  S.  R  16  W.  Secuon  13.  SEl/4  of  the  SW  1/4)  is  designated  for 
disposal  under  both  Alternative  B  and  the  preferred  aliemaiive,  Alternative  C  Also,  an  80  acre  parcel 
in  that  same  section  (in  the  east  1/4)  is  designated  for  disposal  under  Altemali  ve  B  Both  of  these 
sites  include  habitat  for  the  bcarclaw  poppy  (Shinob  Kibe  Member  of  the  Mocnkopi  Formauon)  and 
close  inspection  would  likely  reveal  the  presence  of  plants  We  understand  that  the  management  of 
such  smaU.  isolated  parcels  is  difficult  at  best  and  suggest,  instead,  that  state  lands  lying  between  these 
two  sites  and  BLM  land  to  the  nonh  and  east  be  designated  for  acquisilion  (T  42  S.  R  15  W,  section 
18;  sute  lands  in  the  S£  1/4  of  I'  43  S.  K  lo  W.  secuon  13)  This  would  coasolidaie  ihc  majoniy 
of  the  acres  of  poppy  habitat  for  the  Price  City  Hills  population  under  the  management  of  ihe  BLM 

3  Alternative  C  map,    IrreganJIcss  of  the  status  given  to  the  two  isolated  BLM  parcels  discussed 

above  {in  comment  #2),  we  believe  that  the  slate  section  south  of  the  BLM  Price  City  Hills  land 
should  be  designated  for  acquisilion  (T  43  S.  R  15  W.  section  18).  A  considerable  ponion  of  the 
bcarclaw  poppy  population  is  located  on  this  state  land.  This  action  would  prevent  fragmentation  of 
the  population 

4.  Alternative  C  map  and  Altcmaiive  C  ORV  map    The  southern  portion  of  the  Red  Bluff  ACEC 

is  included  within  an  area  designated  as  open  to  on-  and  off-road  ORV  use  The  area  of  overlap 
includes  portions  of  three  sections  in  T  43  S,  R  16  W:  S  1/2  of  section  8,  N  1/2  of  section  17.  E  1/2 
of  section  7  We  feci  that  this  dual  designation  provides  for  uses  thai  are  incompatible  Also,  the 
juxuposiiion  of  an  ORV  closed  area  lo  an  ORV  open  area  creates  a  situation  where  management  of 
[he  closure  would  be  difficult  A  physical  barrier,  such  as  a  fence,  or  a  constant  law  enforcement 
presence,  would  almost  cenainly  be  necessary  lo  keep  ORV's  off  of  the  closed  area  Under  preseni 
BLM  policy  this  situation  currently  exists  at  Red  Bluff  Signing  of  the  closure  has  resulted  in  some 
decrease  in  ORV  traffic  within  the  closed  area,  but  we  conlinuc  to  observe  traffic  on  ihc  site  during 
every  weekend  visit  Each  year  since  the  closure  went  into  effect,  we  have  had  lugged  plants  wuhin 
our  study  plots  (which  lies  within  ihc  closed  area)  struck  by  ORV's  The  reslnciion  of  ORV  traffic 
from  the  bcarclaw  poppy  habiiai  at  Red  Bluff  is  critical  for  the  survival  of  the  population  there  Wc 
suggest  ihe  above  described  area  (sec  aiiachmcni),  which  is  circumscribed  by  existing  roads,  be 
designated  open  to  ORV  traffic  on  designated  roadsArails  only.  This  would  provide  a  buffer  /one 
allowing  for  easier  managcmcni  of  Lhe  RcJ  Bbff  ORV  closure,  uhilc  ^liH  pmvidinc  ORV  users  a  route 
lo  travel  between  Bloomington  and  unrcstncted  ORV  use  areas  lo  the  souih  and  west. 


11.5 


5, 
signed- 


•Is  Beehive  Dome  currently  closed,  as  shown  in  Aliemaiive  A  (no  action)?    If  so.  it  is  noi 


Comments  Addressing  Management  of  T&E  Species 

1  Table  2-6.  page  54      This  table  shows  the  siaius  of  objectives  from  seven  wildlife  hahiui 

management  plans  (HMP),  as  discussed  on  page  50  We  feel  ihai  this  table  should  also  address 
HMP's  for  T&E  species  It  should  show  which  T  &E  species  have  HMP's  drafted  and  the  status  ol 
aU  objectives  for  each  plan  should  be  listed  The  dwarf  bcarclaw  poppy  HMP  lists  five  managemeni 
objectives,  but  only  one  is  shown  in  Table  2-6  The  HMP  also  describes  six  planned  actions:  [hose 
should  be  listed  and  your  n:sponsc  lo  each  action  (hisiorlt/or  intended)  should  be  recorded  Listing 
the   specific  objeciives  and  actions   in   this  document   would   meet   the   bulk  of  ihc   NEPA   process 


11.6 


11.7 


11.10 


rcquircmcnus  and  prevent  delays  when  implementation  action  is  taken.  This  would  benefit  BLM  by 
reducing  staff  time  required  to  meet  NEPA  rcquircmcnis  on  a  project -by -project  basis  Also,  the 
successful  management  of  T&E  species  is  sometimes  coniingcnt  on  rapid  action  to  combat  threats  to 
their  existence,  and  delays  in  implcmcniaiion  could  prove  detnmcntal 

2  The  RMP/EIS  does  not  discuss  how  mineral  as.sessmcni  requirements  will  be  handled  in  areas 

occupied  by  T&E  species  in  the  future.  Will  waivers  be  provided  or  will  activities  be  rcsincied  to 
those  that  will  not  disturb  individuals  of  rare  species  or  their  habitat?  Policing  will  be  required  to 
assure  that  such  measures  arc  followed  How  would  this  be  accomplished?  BLM  policy  on  this  issue 
should  be  addressed. 

Comments  Addressing  the  Management  of  Beaver  Dam  Wash 

I  Figure  2-3,  Page  18,  Figure  2-16,  Page  59;  Altemaiive  C  map,    Ripanan  habitat  on  BLM  lands 

south  of  Moioqua  in  the  Beaver  Dam  Wash  arc  not  represented  in  Figure  2  3.  nor  is  this  reach  shown 
as  habiiai  for  the  Virgin  River  spmedacc  in  Figure  2-16  Beaver  Dam  Wash  (south  of  Moioqua) 
contains  valuable  riparian  areas  and  is  known  to  support  the  spinedace  This  should  be  reflected  in 
these  figures 

2,  Alternative  C  map     The  acquisition  of  designated  state  land  along  Beaver  Dam  Wash  within 

the  ACEC  (T  43  S.  R  19  W.  section  32)  will  suppon  improved  managemeni  of  Ihc  Beaver  Dam  Wash 
corndor  We  believe  that  the  slate-owned  section  nonh  of  the  ACEC  boundary  (T  42  S.  R  20  W. 
section  36).  which  includes  ponions  of  Beaver  Dam  Wash,  should  also  be  designated  for  acquisition, 
If  ihai  land  is  not  acquired,  the  danger  exists  ihal  the  stale  will  sell  ihal  section  to  developers  and 
Ihe  Beaver  Dam  Wish  migrator,'  corndor  will  be  scnou'.ly  compromised  That  cnmdor  has  been  or 
IS  now  used  by  many  plant  and  animal  species  that  now  maintain  diMinci  populations  in  this  section 
of  the  county  and  arc  unique  in  Utah 

Miscellaneous  &  Editorial  Comments 

Page  13.  last  paragraph     'Cr>ptogamic"  is  misspelled 

I  Page  22,  Table  2-2.    Fransena  dumosa  and  Ambrosia  dumosa  arc  synonyms.    Both  names  are  used 
I  in  this  table      Use  should  be  consistent      "A  Ulah  Flora*  (Welsh  et  al)  recognizes  Amhmsia  dumoui 

Page  36,  The  Quail  Creek  discussion  needs  to  he  updated  lo  include  effects  and  managemeni 
milig.iiion  programs  related  to  dam  Tnlurc 

Page  50.  last  paragraph.  "Several  of  these  species  |T&E  spcciesi  occur  adjacent  lo  urban  areas  and 
arc  placing  rcstnctions  on  urban  expansion  and  economic  development"  Have  these  T&E  species 
actually  altered  development  plans,  and  if  so,  how*  It  appears  to  many  thai  they  are  rarely  considered 
in  development  plans,  especially  in  the  case  of  T&E  plants  located  on  state  and  private  lands.  Perluips 
this  sentence  could  read,  'Several  o(  these  species  occur  adjacent  to  urban  areas  and  their  existence 
is  threatened  by  uncontrolled  urban  expansion  and  development  " 


11.11  I  Page  52.  Table  2-5.    Footnote  "M  =  mouniain"  should  read  "M  =  maintain* 
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Page  54.  Table  2-6,  The  7ih  objective  invoKcs  the  planting  of  coiionwood.  willow.,  .md  Russian  ol 
on  a  site  adjacent  to  the  Virgin  River.  Should  such  an  aggressive  species  as  Russian  olive 
puiposelully  planted  on  the  natur.il  riparian  strip'  The  species  may  exclude  Sluplurdui  arisen, 
where  the  lalter  docs  occur      It  may  also  exclude  many  couonwtiod  and   willows  which   k 

beaver. 


COMMENT   LETTER   #11 


COIWMENT  LETTER  #12    /s7  JOi^  ■ 


In  conclusion,  we  again  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  lo  commem  on  this  docuraent  We  hope  that 
our  commems  will  be  helpful  lo  you  in  preparation  of  the  final  EIS,  and  trust  thai  they  will  receive 
your  carcfiil  consideratiort 


/;i. 


■h 


Since  icty, 

Kimball  T   Harper 

Professor  of  Botany  and  Range  Science 

/ 


b.>-»^. 


(\.    IK'  i.Lij'^u' 


Deamu  R.  Nelson 
Research  Assistant 


11.1 
11.2 

11.3 
11.4 
11.5 

11.6 

11.7 

11.8 
11.9 


This  population  has  been  added  to  the  Inventory  of  Onrf   bear  poppy 
habitat. 

Acquisition  of  Dwarf  bear  poppy  habitat  would  be  accommodated  wUhln 
the  Red  Bluff  and  Harner  Ridge  poppy  populations  which  would  be  under 
ACEC  management. 

See  Response  11 .2. 

See  Response  68.3.  The  "open"  designation  has  been  changed. 

A  RMP  does  not  Include  the  level  of  detail  required  In  an  activity 
plan  such  as  on  HHP.  HMPs  have  been  developed  for  Slier  cactus  and 
Dwarf  bear  poppy;  other  T&E  species  are  addressed  In  other  activity 
plans.  HMPs  and  other  activity  plans  are  available  for  review  In  the 
ORA  office. 

All  actions  are  subject  to  applicable  laws  and  regulations  such  as  the 
Threatened  and  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973.  as  amended. 

The  Proposed  Plan  Indicates  the  Beaver  Dam  Nash  Is  part  of  the 
riparian  Inventory. 

Te«t  changed. 

Text  changed. 


11.10   The  Utah  State  Office  of  Dam  Safety  Is  responsible  for  mitigation 
programs  related  to  possible  dam  failure. 


11.11 
11.12 


Text  changed. 

The  reference  to  Russian  olive  has  been  deleted. 
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The  land  management  prescriptions  cstabMshed  for  the  Dixie  Resource 
Area  Including  the  ACECs  reflect  a  multiple  use  perspective.  The 
resource  uses  permitted  within  a  given  area  are  balanced  to  permit  the 
widest  range  of  compatible  uses  while  preserving  any  unique  value(s) 
present.  The  requirements  for  Plans  of  Operation  are  set  forth  In 
3809  regulations.  Threatened  and  Endangered  habitat  and  Important 
watersheds  do  not  categorically  require  a  Plan  of  Operations. 
However.  In  this  RHP,  other  management  practices  (such  as  OHV  closure) 
do  establish  Plans  of  Operation  requirements  on  most  Threatened  and 
Endangered  habitat  and  Important  watersheds. 

Exchanges  are  the  preferred  method  for  disposal  of  public  lands.  The 
Proposed  Plan  imposes  a  moratorium  on  competitive  sales  for  three 
years  from  plan  Implementation  to  allow  Interested  parties  to  Initiate 
exchange  procedures.  After  three  years,  the  BLM  may  initiate  sales 
only  on  those  tracts  meeting  the  sale  criteria.  Like  all  disposals, 
they  can  take  place  only  after  environmental  review  of  the  specific' 
sale  or  exchange  action. 

The  Utah  BLH  Statewide  Hlldcrness  EIS  addresses  wilderness 
alternatives  for  all  Hllderness  Study  Areas  In  Utah.  The  BLM 
wilderness  study  conforms  to  the  Category  3  planning  amendment  option 
outlined  in  the  BLH  Wilderness  Study  Policy.  The  BLH  recognizes  that 
many  wilderness  bills  address  acreage  greater  or  less  than  the  FLPHA 
Section  603  (A)  review  acreage.  Because  the  Inventory  phase  has  been 
completed  according  to  prescribed  policy  and  guidance,  BLH  will  not 
revisit  Inventory  Issues  during  this  stage  (study  phase)  of  the 
review.  This  is  supported  by  policy  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  Issued  February  5.  1987.  Additional  lands  may  be  studied  In 
future  BLH  land  use  planning  under  provisions  of  Section  202  of  the 
FLPHA. 
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13-1    The  corridor  Is  the  minimum  width  necessary  to  accommodate  current 
rights-of-way  and  projected  future  uses. 

13.2  The  Proposed  Plan  would  retain  direct  BLM  control  of  ACEC  management. 

13.3  See  Response  12.2. 

13.4  See  Response  12.1. 
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COMMENT    LETTER    #14 
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December  21,  1989 


Mr.  David  Brine 
BLM  -  Dixie  Resource  Area 
225  North  Bluff  Street 
St.  George,  UT  84770 

Dear  Mr.  Brine: 

Thank  you  for  the  chance  to  respond  to  the  Draft  Dixie  Resource 
Management  Plan.   I  believe  that  the  BLM  staff  at  the  Dixie  Resource 
Area  iias>  done  a    fine  jub  of  Llie  dumiLLediy  iii.i:fi-;asiulc  La&k  of  finding 
a  viable  compromise  between  conflicting  land  use  issues. 

I  support  Alternative  C  and  believe  that  it  is  a  well  considered 
plan.   I  would  ask  that  in  addition  to  the  proposed  ACECs,  perhaps 
additional  riparian  areas  are  worthy  of  the  ACEC  designation  to 
provide  for  protection  of  archaeological  and  natural  values.   As  an 
owner  of  an  ORV,  I  support  the  limitation  of  OBVs  to  existing  roads 
in  all  areas  of  significant  scenic,  cultural,  and  natural  values . 

I  have  made  frequent  recreational  use  of  BLM  lands  within  the 
Dixie  Resource  Area  and  find  that  many  areas  are  among  the  finest  in 
this  nation  for  their  scenic  and  natural  qualities  and  for  their 
recreation  potential.   I  believe  these  areas  are  worthy  of  careful 
management  to  maintain  these  qualities. 

Thank  you, 


Lee  Gregory     *^ 
Post  Office  Box  8005 
Loveland,  CO  80537 
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COMMENT  LETTER  #1« 


p.  0.  Box  9203 

C«d>r  City,  OT  64721 


Deceaber  23,  1989 


»  IXAU  OF  UNO  IMMCa»T 

DEC  27  JSe^ 

?>8iB,l|ll,S|li8i3i1-,> 


Jlr.  David  Brine 
Bure^tu  of  Land  Hanageaent 
225  forth  Bluff  Street 
St.  George.  UT   84770 
Dear  Kr.  Brine: 

!'■  writing  to  ask  for  a  copy  of  the  Dixie  Resource  NaQageaeDt  Plan.   I 
Mould  also  like  to  express  ay  support  for  Alternative  C  as  the  best 
choice  for  the  future  of  tltls  sensitive  area. 

I  Mould  also  like  to  ask  that  you  aanage  all  the  lands  In  this  area  In 
such  a  way  that  will  preserve  their  natural  values.   I  hope  you  will 
■alntaln  the  Class  II  visual  status,  and  see  that  the  ACBC  areas  are  not 
ruined  by  developaent.   Please  resist  any  atteapt  to  dispose  of  BLH 
lands  into  the  hands  of  the  state  or  other  parties  who  will  be  sure  to 
degrade  thea. 

I  also  hope  that  you  Mill  designate  as  wilderness  all  the  areas  proposed 
under  HB  1500,  Including  Beaver  Daa  Vash,  and  Joshua  Tree  latural  Area. 
I  Mill  look  foFMard  to  receiving  a  copy  of  the  Plan  at  the  above 
address. 

Host  sincerely 


(^^jusijuiriOsiQ^ 


Lester  Vood 


RESPONSE 
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NantgtMnt  prescriptions  trt  Ullortd  for  ttch  indlvtduil  ACEC  to 

prottct  tht  sptcUl  viluts  for  iriilch  tht  ACEC  «is  tstibllsKtd. 

BUnkit  prtscr<pt1ons  an  not  tpproprUtt  for  spicUl  Hntgnnnt  trias. 

Stt  Risponst  to  Letttrs  fl2  tnd  #13. 
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COMMINT  LETTIR  #1t 


Robert  Kuhn.  M.D. 

CARDIOLOGY 
INTERNAL  MEDICINE 


HaKVKY  CRVSTAU  M.D..  INC.  DANIKI,  SHAVER.  M.I 

CASTROENTEROLOGV 

INTEKMAL  MEDICINE 
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RESPONSE 
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COMMENT  LETTER  #20    |^CBVEDJA«  "  I  M 


CHAMPS  M   BAOLEV    jn     MD 


NORTHWEST  CANCER  CENTER 

ONCOLOOV     •     H6MATOLOOV 


nOeCRT  F    LANE    M  O 


OOUOLAS  J   LEC   MO 


Dacaabar  26,  1989 


Mr.  David  Brlna 
BlX-Dlxla  Raaourca  Araa 
225  North  Bluff  Straat 
St.  George,  UT  84770 


Dear  Mr.  Brlna: 


Re:   Dixie  Reaource  Area  RHP 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  of  coaaenting  on  thla  plan. 

Aa  aomeone  who  haa  vlaltad  Utah  often  for  recreational  purposee, 
I  would  aupport  alternative  C. 

However,  there  are  aoaa  apaclflc  areaa  that  could  atand  aore 
protective  language.   Riparian  areaa  ahould  be  free  troa  future 
alneral  exploration  and  alnlng.   Inatead,  there  ahould  be  greater 
protection  of  archaologlcal  altea  in  theae  areaa.   Do  not  diapoaa 
of  any  BLM  land  In  the  araa.   It  la  all  valuable  for  future 
aanagaaent  flexibility.   In  addition,  atate  land  aactiona  ahould 
ba  acquired,  including  the  land  aactiona  In  the  beaver  daa  alopa 
area  and  along  Black  Ridge.   Theae  areaa  ahould  alao  ba 
coapletely  withdrawn  froa  ainaral  entry.   Aa  you  know,  theaa  are 
in  fact  under  conalderatlon  at  the  praaant  tiaa  before  congreaa 
for  poaalble  wllderneaa  deaignatlon. 

Ar-f^s  of  critical  environaental  concern  need  to  reaain  under  a 
central  BLM  aanageaent  and  ahould  be  cloaad  to  ORV  entry  and 
alning. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  of  coaaenting  on  your  propoaal. 


Sincerely, 

Ctiarlaa  M.    Baglay, -rfr.  ,/lf.D, 


RESPONSE 
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RESPONSE 

See  Response  lo  Letters  #12  and  #13 


COMMENT   LETTER   #23 


Alan  Carlton 

Attorney  at  Law 

1601  Oakland  Ave. 

Piedmont  CA  94611 

(415)  652-8658 


January  2,  1990 


Oavid  Brine 

BLM-Dixie 

225  N.     Bluf^  St. 

St.  George,  Utah  84770 


Dear  Mr.  Brine, 


fhese  are    my  comments  on  the  EIS  for  the  Dixie  Management 
Area.   1  support  Alternate  C  with  the  following  changes: 

(1)  BLM  should  not  set  up  concessionaire  agreements  for 
ACECs; 

(2)  All  ORVs  should  be  kept  out  of  the  entire  Area', 

(3)  All  of  the  wilderness  proposed  in  H.R.  1500  must  be 
protected  by  ACEC  status; 

<4)   The  BLM  should  acquire  all  state  land  sections  in  the 

Beaver  Dam  Slope  area    and  the  east  slope  of  Black  Ridge 
and  not  dispose  of  any  of  its  land; 

(5)  The  Beaver  Dam  Slope  ar&a    should  be  withdrawn  from 
mineral  entry; 

(6)  All  riparian  areas  should  be  fully  protected  from 
mineral  entry. 


RECEIVED  JAN     s  1990 


Sincerely    yours. 


u^,., 


.gpg 


RESPONSE 

See  Response  lo  Ltners  #12,  #13  and  #24 
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See  Response  lo  Letters  #  12.  #  13  and  #24 
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24.1    The  lands  shown  for  acquisition  xere  Identified  based  on  analysis  of 
current  management  programs.  However,  acquisitions  are  not  limited  to 
those  Identified,  and  other  land  acquisitions  can  be  Initiated  by 
application  or  by  the  BLH  as  resource  management  needs  change. 

See  Response  to  Letters  #12  and  #13. 


COMMENT  LETTER  #25 


January  2nd,   1990 


David  Pacllton 

2030  Ii2nd  Avenue   East    »1 

Seattle,  Mashlnrton  08HL2 


ookcsovk* 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Attn:  David  Brine 
Dixie  Sesource  Area 
22«5  T^orth  Bluff  Street 
?t.  Georpe,  Utah  81.T70 


Dea: 


'■r.  Prlne; 


Having  read  through  the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and  HITS  'or  the 
Dixie  Resource  Area,  I  would  concur  with  the  EL*-*  In  its  decision  to  po  with 
Alternative  C  as  the  preferred  plan  to  Pursue.  I  would  conunend  the  authors 
of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  for  recognizing  that.  In  an  area  with  the  kind  of  growth 
and  use  pressures  that  the  St.  George  area  is  experiencing,  benlrn  ne.-rlect  is  a 
prescription  for  disaster.  Alternative  Plan  C  is  the  only  one  that  proposes 
to  take  charge  of  the  situation. 

Alternative  C  also  takes  the  positive  step  of  recopnlzln^  that  it  is 
crucial  to  maxlmlre  the  protection  o?  riparian  areas  as  they  are  of  critical 
importance  to  the  health  and  value  of  the  desert  ecosystem.   I  would  roeommend 
poing  further  In  this  regard  by  giving  riparian  areas  ACEC  desirnatlon  and 
withdrawing  their,  from  OPV  and  clning  access.   These  areas  are  too  Important 
to  suffer  degradation. 

The  FL"'  has  made  Important  strides  in  the  Area  of  Critical  Pnvironmental 
Concern  designations  proposed  in  Alternative  C.  Apaln,  In  the  Interest  of  full 
protection  for  these  areas,  I  rfould  like  to  see  OFV  and  full  nlneral  closures 
In  these  areas.  I  would  also  like  to  propose,  with  all  due  respect,  that  It 
would  serve  the  Interests  of  the  Country  as  a  whole  to  designate  as  AC^Cs  all 
of  the  lands  In  the  Dixie  Resource  Area  that  are  included  In  the  Utah  Vlldemess 


COMMENT  LETTER  #25 


Bill...  R?1500.   I  am  certain  that  V/ayne  Owens  and  his  staff  would  be  more 
than  willing  to  work  with  you  In  Identifying  the  areas  involved  In  Cougar 
Canyon,  Beaver  Dam,  Ped  Mountain,  Cottonwood  Canyon,  Greater  Zlon,  and  Joshua 
Tree  Matxu-al  Area.   It  appears  to  me  that  you  are  alreadlnp  moving  in  that 
direction  with  much  of  the  area  you  have  already  Identified  as  ACEC. 

You,  along  with  all  who  worked  on  putting  this  Resource  Management  Plan 
together,   are  to  be  saluted  for  having  produced  a  tmly  commendable  document. 
There  are  a  number  of  PU''  offices  that  could  use  some  Instruction  from  your 
tean  in  how  to  go  about  doing  this.   I  offer  my  recommendations  as  enhanceraents 
to  an  already  respectable  work...  this  does  not  mean,  however,  that  ny  humble 
suggestions  do  not  deserve  Inclusion  in  the  PlanI   Finally,  I  wouldn't  be 
over  eager  in  selling  off  any  of  the  BLM  lands  in  the  Dixie  Resource  Area... 
on  the  other  hand,  it  would  be  nice  to  see  the  BLV  acquire  the  state  land 
sections  in  the  more  sensitive  areas. 


Sincerely, 


David  Hamilton 


RESPONSE 

See  Response  to  lenecs  #12  and  #13 
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COMMINT  LCTTKR  #!• 


January  2,  1990 

Box  4  77 

Big  Sky,  MT  5971€ 

(406)-995-4906 


Mr.  David  Brine 
BLM  -  Dixie  Resource  Area 
225  North  Bluff  Street 
St.  George,  Utah  84770 

Dear  Mr.  Brine: 

I'd  like  to  comment  on  the  Resource  Management  Plan 
for  the  Dixie  Resource  Area.  Overall  I  support  alternative  C 
as  the  best  of  the  choices.  I    support  the  Class  II  visual 
resource  management  classes,  the  acquisition  of  state  lands, 
and  the  ACEC  designations  the  BLM  has  proposed  under 
Alternative  C. 

However,  I  do  think  improvements  can  be  made.  The 
power  corridor  through  Beaver  Dam  Wash  should  be  reduced  to  a 
width  no  greater  than  is  currently  necessary.  The  BLM  should 
maintain  control  over  ACEdArea  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern)  management,  and  all  areas  proposed  as  wilderness  in 
HR  1500  should  be  designated  ACECs,  including  Beaver  Dam 
Wash,  Joshua  Tree  Natural  Area,  and  Cougar  Canyon.  ACEC 
definitions  should  include  ORV  closures  and  full  mineral 
withdrawls  for  hard  rock,  fluid  and  construction  materials 
regardless  of  affected  acreage  size. 

Ri  par  ian  areas  should  be  wi  thdrawn  from  all  mineral 
entry  and  should  be  designated  ACECs  for  greater  protection 
of  natural  and  archeological  values . 

The  BLM  should  not  dispose  of  any  BLM  lands  within 
the  resource  area.  State  land  sections  in  the  Beaver  Dam 
slope  area  and  east  slope  of  Black  Ridge  should  be  acquired 
by  BLM. 

Thanks  for  listening. 

Sincerely , 


v-^*^ 


Jim  Stoltz 


RESPCMBE 

Sm  flMpa—  »  l^Mra  #12,  #13  wd  #24. 


COMMENT  LETTER  #2t 


5  January  1990 

FROM:      V/alter  Barbuck 

4-050  Pal03  Verdea,    #19 
las  Vegas,   NV     89119 

TO:  Mr  David  Brine 

BLM  -  Dixie  Resource  Area 
225  North  Bluff  Street 
St.    aeorge,    UT     84770 

Dear  Mr  Brine: 


Below  are  some  comments  on  the  recently  released 
Draft  RMP/EIS  on  the  Dixie  Resource  Area. 
I  urge  the  BLTI  to  adopt  Alt  c  as  best  of  the 
choices  but  xirge  the  agency  NOT  to  contract  out 
control  of  ACEC,    that   they  should  maintain  con- 
trol.     It  would  seem  to  me  to  create  a  layer  of 
fat.      The  BLM  would  become  a  more  distant,    less 
accesaable  agency.      All  riparian  areas  should  be 
withdrawn  from  ALL  mineral   entry.      These  are  fra- 
gile systems  that  cannot  be  comprimised  despite 
of  any  who  might  have  good  intentions. 

Besides  the  AOECs  proposed  under  alt  C,    I  urge 
that  Beaver  Dam  Wash,   Joshua  Tree  Natural  Area 
and  Cougar  Canyon  units  be  also  designated  ACECs 
to  protect  the  magnificent  values  contained  there 
in. 


-Sinceif«ly 


Walter  Barbuck 
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RESPONSE 

See  Response  to  Lenets  #12  and  #13 
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See  Response  lo  Letters  #  12  and  #13 
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COMMENT  LETTER  #33 


p.  O.  Box  1669 

Cedar  City,  UT   84721-1669 

a  January  1990 


Mr.  David  Brine 

Bureau  of  Land  Hanagement 

Dixie  Resource  Area 

225  North  Bluff  Street 

St.  George,  UT   84770 

Dear  Mr.  Brine; 

First,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  all  the  help  you  gave  me 
in  understanding  the  Dixie  Resource  Management  Plan  & 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS)  during  your  open 
house  last  November.   I  am  new  to  this  area,  having  moved  to 
Cedar  City  in  July  after  retiring  from  government  service 
(the  Defense  Mapping  Agency)  back  in  Washington,  D.C.   Of 
course,  as  a  retiree  with  much  leasure  time,  1  have  a  great 
interest  in  the  scenic  and  wilderness  values  of  this  area. 

Second,  I  want  to  complement  you  on  the  RMP/EIS. 
Although  this  is  the  first  RMP/EIS  that  I  have  had  the 
opportunity  to  study,  1  feel  that  it  has  addressed  the  issues 
and  alternatives  thoroughly  and  fairly,  and  I  think  that  the 
maps  are  absolutely  super. 

I  guess  what  is  left  is  for  me  to  emphasize  what  I  feel 
are  the  important  points  in  the  RMP/EIS.   Of  course,  as  you 
do,  I  also  favor  Alternative  C.   And  enough  cannot  be  said  in 
support  of  preserving  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  (ACECs)  and  visual  resources.   I  can  understand  your 
not  addressing  the  Wilderness  Study  Area  ( WSA )  issue. 
However,  I  do  feel  that  a  single  map  combining  the  WSAs  and 
WAS  (Figure  2-10)  and  the  ACECs  (Figure  3-16)  would  have 
helped  me  visualize  how  they  complement  each  other  (if, 
indeed,  the  do).   One  of  the  questions  I  had  asked  at  your 
open  house  regarded  the  widths  of  utility  corridors  (1/2  mile 
on  either  side  of  center  line,  page  110).   I  would  certainly 
not  encourage  widths  greater  than  are  absolutely  needed. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  respond  to  your 
RMP/EIS. 


Sincerely , 
I' Janes  B.  Case 
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RESPONSE 

33.)    See  Response  )3.1 . 


COMMENT   LETTER   #34 


8600  SW  Leahy  Road 
Portland,  Oregon  97225 
January  8, 1990 
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A 

Dine  Resource  Area,  BLM 

225  N  Bluff  Si 

St  George.  Utah  84770 

Subiect    DEIS  RMP  Dine  Resource  Area 

Attn  David  Brine 


Dear  Sir: 

Thank  you  for  sending  me  a  copy  of  Ihis  DEIS 

I  have  made  two  trip  through  this  resource  area  during  the  last  five 
years,  spending  several  days  camping,  hiking  and  sightseeing    As  you  know, 
this  area  does  contain  some  very  fine  scenic  values  and  environmental 
resources  that  need  considered  care  not  only  for  the  local  people  but  the  rest 
of  we  people  that  are  citizens  of  our  country   This.  OUR  resource  area  is  the 
gateway  to  and  surrounds  much  of  Zion  National  Park    Also  this  area  is  the 
home  for  many  birds,  animals  and  plants  and  their  needs  also  require 
consideration 

I  have  three  raaior  areas  of  concern  regarding  the  management  of  our 
lands  Grazing.  ORV  use  and  Mining 

GRAZING    The  discussion  of  grazing  on  page  49  seems  incomplete  to  me;  the 
condition  of  the  range  land  is  only  comparative  as  lo  wether  us  improving, 
staying  the  same  or  being  further  degraded    I  was  unable  to  find  any  data 
relative  to  the  range  s  absolute  condition  of  being  good,  fair  or  poor    None  of 
the  range  should  be  in  a  declining  condition  and  all  range  that  is  currently 
poor  or  fair  condition  should  be  managed  to  bring  ii  up  lo  goud  tundiiion 
Grazing  should  defmilel.  be  ?;  n    -aled  in  riparian  areas    Cows  are  tough  (in 
the  land,  especially  where  they  concentrate    To  me  from  on  an  economic 
basis,  grazing  should  probable  be  phased  out    The  approximately  $30,000 
return  I  am  sure  does  nol  even  come  close  to  paying  for  the  cosis  of 
administrating  the  program  and  paying  for  the  maintenance  of  the  required 
improvements    The  historic  way  of  living  for  a  few  people  may  have  to 
change. 


=  343 


=  345 


COMMENT   LETTER   34 


OFF  ROAD  VEHia.ES   These  vehicles,  when  properly  used  do  have  a  place; 
but  the  big  problem  is  that  small  but  significant  part  of  the  users  that  have 
tittle  respect  for  the  land,  vegetation,  antmals  and  other  users   You  see  their 
scars  where  they  have  churned  up  a  steep  slope  leaving  a  groove  that  can 
become  a  gully  in  a  heavy  rain  storm  or  the  mashed  vegetation  where  they 
have  passed  through  a  riparian  zone  along  a  stream   Ttecj^iCiAMdM*^ 
confiaed  to  nnting  road  md  limited' general  ar«u  wbere  tin  retfurce 
•fniHtf  wiU  It*  kw    Because  of  their  noise,  they  also  need  to  be  kept 
separate  from  other  recreational  users  of  the  land  and  in  particular  out  of 
Wilderness  Study  Areas  and  at  a  distance  from  existing  Wilderness  Areas. 

MINING:  This  is  another  activity  that  historically  has  left  much  seared  land 
and  also  much  |unk  scatter  across  much  of  the  dry  barren  western 
landscape   Further  permanent  scarring  and  leaving  of  junk  around  must 
slop  which  10  me  means  withdrawal  of  scenic  lands  from  mining  and  where 
mining  is  allowed  the  requirement  for  cleanup  performance  bonds  before 
any  activities  start  to  insure  the  return  of  the  land  to  a  natural  state  after 
the  mining  is  completed.  Or  it  its  a  long  term  lease  that  progressive 
restoration  take  place 

I  hive  reviewing  the  limited  number  of  Alternatives  presented  and 
Alternative  C  seems  to  do  a  little  better  job  of  protecting  our  lands  than  the 
others.  C  in  particular  does  a  reasonable  job  in  controlling  the  use  of  the 
ORV 

The  Wilderness  Study  Areas  in  particular  Cannan  Mtn,  Cottonwood 
Canyon.  Cougar  Canyon  and  Red  Mountain,  need  maiimum  protection 
including  the  ORV^mitations  above,  grazing  cutbacks  and  mining  exclusions 
Insuring  that  they  continue  as  or  are  made  ACEC  would  also  help   The 
Beaver  Dam  Slope  and  Wash  area  also  rates  maiimum  protection,  the  power 
line  corridor  through  the  Wash  needs  to  be  narrow  as  possible 

The  BLM  should  acquire  the  state  lands  with  in  the  WSAs.  on  the 
Beaver  dam  Slope  and  in/adjacent  the  existing  Beaver  Dam  Wilderness 

Thank  you  for  considering  these  comments. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  #35 


34.1  Improving  fair  and  poor  condition  rangelands  is  an  integral  part  of 
range  management  as  practiced  by  the  BLM.  Identification  of  acreages 
witiiin  specific  condition  classes  is  done  in  the  Range  Program  Summary. 

34.2  Monitoring  studies  have  been  established  In  riparian  areas  where 
grazing  conflicts  may  be  occurring.  Hhere  mitigation  from  livestock 
grazing  Is  needed,  grazing  strategies  xlll  be  incorporated  in  activity 
plans.  These  grazing  strategies  arc  not  within  the  scope  of  this  RMP. 

34.3  Access  needs  are  specific  to  individual  sites  and  areas.  Within  the 
Limited  category,  individual  activity  plans  can  be  used  to  determine 
how  access  would  be  accommodated  in  specific  areas. 

34.4  Wilderness  Study  Areas  would  be  protected  to  the  extent  that  Section 
603  of  FLPMA  and  interim  management  policy  allows.  After  September 
30,  1990.  only  those  actions  which  involve  no  surface  disturbance  are 
al lowed  In  WSAs. 

34.5  See  Response  24.1 . 
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COMMENT  LETTER  #35 
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See  Response  lo  Lettefs  #12  and  #13 
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COMMENT  LETTER  #37 


COMMENT  LETTER  #38 


nr.    David   Drine 
eLn--Dixie   hesource   Are 
225   North   Blu+f    btreet 
5t.    beoroe,    Utan    64770 


ookhesohcemeu 

JflNl  i  lad, 


January  9. - i^'O 
l-I  Hen  tage  Drive 
New  City,  NY  10956 


Dear   iir, 

Hfter   Having   read   the   l;i>:ie   Resource   rianagement    Plan   document    I    would   like   to   aake 
the?   following   comments: 

:>    I    support    Hlternative   L   a&    the   best    o*    the   possible  choices. 

2)     I    support   the   class    II    visual    resource   ffianagenent    classes    found    in    this   alternative. 

~.)    The   power    corridor    through   beaver    Dam  Wash   conflicts   with   other    (lore   important    values 
ana   snould   Qe   reduced    to   a   width   no  greater    than   what   is   currently    necessary. 

*i    i    thint    that    the   tin   should   maintain   controi    over    rtCEC   .nanagement   rather   than   setting 
up   concessionaire   agreements.      HCtC  prescriptions   should    inciude  Qf\V   Closures   and   tull 
.mnerol    withdrawis   *or    haro    rocK.    tluid   and   construction   materials   regardless   ot 
att  ecteo    acreage   si :e. 

:>    I    c-iinf     that    the   BLH   should   designate   all    of    the   beaver    Dam   Slope   areas   which   are 
prooosed    as   wilderness    in   HK    ISOO,    including    the   beaver    Dani   Wash,    Cougar    CanfOn.    ano 
Joshua   Iree   Natural    Hrea   units,    as   ACEC    s   to  protect    scenic    and   wilolite  resources. 
1    support    the   ftLEC   designations  the   bLfl  nas   already   proposed   under   alternative   C. 

t'    I    support    the   acquisition   bv    the   bLM   ot    state   land   sections    as   proposed    D/   alternative 
C;    however,    I    thinl    that    tne   6LM   should   aisu    acquire   all    the    btate    lano   sections   in 
the   bea/er    Dam  blope   area   and   the   state   section    on    the   east    siope  ot    black    ftidge. 


inl'    the   \s\J\ 


01    the    land    ibLn' 


I    thinl,    that    the    bLfl    should    withdraw    the    ^^a-^gt    bam    Slope    ^reh    rrom    the    minerai    entry, 
»r  oiii    the    top    0+     the    beaver    Dam   Mountains    across    the    beaver    Dam    hash    area    ano    cJdwt.    i;c 
:he    hrizDna   and   Nevada   Doroers. 

I    Buppcrt    tne   bLM's    designation   of    no   surface  occupancy   regulation    in   riparian   areas. 
and    I    support   rlLtC   aesignation    in    those   areas   tor    greater    protection   of    arcneologica: 


I    tn.ni 

that 

ripar 

an    areas  should    be   withd 

hard   ro 

1  ,    f 

luid    a 

Id   construction   materials 

RESPONSE 

See  Response  to  Leneis  #12  and  #13 


RESPONSE 

See  Response  to  bettefs  #12  and  #13 
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COMMENT  LETTER  #39 
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COMMENT   LETTER   #40 


JA//J  ?7/}J  ^/^  /-'Ji'tT'  i-  yy^i!/fOiMf^/iji^L-fK^^_ 


8  Jan  t"':  3  "J  .-^— - 

Sirs:  /^^^y- 

I  have  reviewed  the  drrft  ElS"'  I 
and  Resource  Managementl  Pl^n  J 
for  the  Dixie  Resource  Ar«a^  '  ^ 
The  DEIS/RMP  ignores  £xecut^V«-f^ 
Order  11988,  Floodplain  ^ 
Management,  and  must  be  revisetj 
CO  satisfy  £011988  and  DO!  \ 
regulations  concerning  flood-  jj 
plain  protection.  The  generals 
comments  saying  the  plan  will  | 
comply  with  various  executive  • 
orders  aie  inadequate.  You  need t 
to  state  HOW  the  plan  complies^ 
and  how  you  will  mitigate  any  I 
induced  floodplain  development* 
Thank  you .  t 

■,     .  David  Schein       | 

v..  (  ,  I  ^,   512  S.  Na-Wa-Ta  Ave.* 
"  ^  ■      Mt.  Prospect,  IL    I 
60056-3624 

8i«ck<*p()ed  Chicii«d««  iPonis  omtapillui)   Phoio^ 

graph  by  C  H  CrerrwwaliAaREO 


David  Brine 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Dixie  Resource  Area 

225  North  Slutf  Street 

St.  George.  Utah     84770 

'•VMI  OF  UIBMNM^M* 

JflNiiisa. 

■     '»i»(Il|B,l,8,3,4rl6 

4 


RESPONSE 

See  Response  to  Letters  #12  and  #13. 


The  RHP  provides  for  the  restoration  and  preservation  of  the  natural 
and  beneficial  values  derived  from  floodplalns.  Specific  proposals 
xould  be  analyzed  through  the  environmental  analysis  process  to  ensure 
that  the  applicable  executive  orders  and  regulations  are  conformed 
with. 
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COMMENT   LETTER   #41 


COMlCMT  LETTEH  #42 


Box  10706 

Ranchos  deToos,  Nn  67557 

1/6/90 


nr  Dovid  Brine 

BLM  -  Dixie  Resource  Area 

225  North  Bluff  St 

St  George,  Utah  84770 


"»IEMJ  OF  LAND  MMMSawt 

JANi :  ndL 

-     '»iB,U,B,1,2,3k1,-i6 


Dear  nr  Brine 

I  am  writing  to  exprss  my  support  tor  alternative  C  of  the  RMP  and  the 
class  11  visual  resource  management  rlass  contained  in  the  plan  i  would 
like  to  also  support  the  Bin  keeping  control  over  ACEC  management, 
exclusions  of  ORVs  and  any  sort  of  mining  activities  tron  ACECs,  the 
smallest  allowance  for  the  Beaver  Dam  wash  power  corridor  possible,  all 
of  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  areas  as  ACECs  along  with  its  withdrowl  from 
mineral  entry,   and  the  maximum  protection  possible  lor  riparian  areas 
Additionally  1  would  urge  the  Bin  to  retain  all  of  its  land  within  the 
resorce  area 


Sincerely  Vours, 
Thomas  McArthur 


•2^ 


RESPONSE 

See  Response  to  Leltets  #  12  and  #13 


I 


JANI  0  I3J- 
•■     9,B|11A1|2,3|4.'"|8 


Jones  Land  and  Livestock  Company,  Inc. 

306  South  700  West 

Post  Office  Box  128 

Cedar  City,  Utah  84721-0128 

January  9.  1990 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Dixie  Resource  Area 
225  North  Bluff  Street 
St.  George,  Utah  84770 

Gentlemen : 

T  have  read  with  much  interest  your  241  page  Draft  EIS 
on  the  proposed  Dixie  Resource  Management  Plan.   I  was  en- 
lightened by  the  broad  array  of  facts  and  observations  which 
your  writers  presented  in  the  draft  statement.   I  was  consoled 
by  your  recognition  of  and  concern  for  so  many  different  vital 
Interests.   t  remain  alarmed  that  one  management  agency,  one 
IjnJ  o-Jr.er.  can  have  $;:ch  a  dr^macc  ;  ':>:'    ""i  ch.  '.-:■..  '■  .'omy 
and  in  the  lives  of  so  many  private  individuals.   Obviously, 
that  disquieting  factor  extends  beyond  BLM  influence  and 
recognizes  that  so  much  of  the  acreage  in  the  State  of  Utah  is 
owned  by  government  and  so  little  by  private  individuals. 
Overall  ,  I  was  measureably  impressed  with  your  writers'  grasp 
of  the  problems  and  opporrunitics  inherent  in  the  rcspons  i  bi 1 ity 
which  BLM  has.   We  own  grazing  land  in  the  area. 

It  is  my  desire  to  confirm  to  you  that  I  agree  with  your 
office  tha*-  "Alternative  C  appears  to  be  the  best  choice.   It 
leaves  BLM  with  considerable  management  responsibility  but  it 
also  leaves  open  the  opportunity  for  desired  and  necessary 
future  modification  of  the  management  plan.   BLM  should,  however, 
always  entertain  opportunities  to  consolidate  properties  where 
management  can  be  most  effectively  used  and  dispose  of  that 
property  where  management  is  ineffective,  frustrated,  or  not 
cost-effective . 

Your  people  are  to  be  congratulated  for  their  overall 
awareness  and  for  the  clear  and  intelligent  expression  of  their 
concerns  in  this  south-west  part  of  the  State  of  Utah. 

Respectful ly , 

AND  LIVESTOCK  CO.  INC. 


RESPONSE 

42  1     See  Response  97  8 


COMMENT    LETTER    #43 


COMMENT    LETTER    #43 


Idaho  State  University 

Pocatallo    Idaho 
83209  0009 


Department  o(  eiolog-cat  Sciences 
CamDus  Bo»  800? 
(2081  236  3765 

Mr,  David  Brine 
BLM  ■  Dtxie  Resource  Area 
225  North  Bluff  Street 
St.  George,  Utah  84770 


ary  1990 


•'"iiiBiiia,. 


In  T42S  R19U 

Th.ink  you  for  considering  my 

Sincerely, 


Ted  R   Angradi 
Fish  Ecology  Gr 


Dea 


Mr.  Erin 


43.1 


43,2 


43.3 


the  Dixie  Draft  Re 


management  classes  of  alternati 


with  mort  import 
ter  Chan  what  is 


1  would  like  to  make  the  following  ■ 
Management  Plan : 

1,  I  support  alternative  C. 

2  I  support  Class  U  visual  resour. 

3,  The  power  corridor  through  Beaver  Dan  Wash  conflle 
resource  values.  It  should  be  reduced  to  a  width  no  g 
currently  necessary  for  existing  utilities. 

U.    The  BLM  should  maintain  control!  over  ACEC  management, 

5   No  land  should  be  disposed  of  from  the  resource  area, 

6.  Beaver  Dam  Uash  should  be  designated  as  an  ACEC  to  protect  scenic  and 
wildlife  resources 

7.  ACECs  should  be  closed  to  ORVs  and  all  mining. 

8.  Riparian  areas  should  be  withdrawn  from  all  mineral  entry. 
I  would  also  like  to  point  out  two  omissions  In  the  DRMP; 

1,  The  map  on  page  18  (Fig.  2-3)  shows  no  riparian  habitat  in  Beaver  Dam 
Uash  below  the  confluence  of  the  east  and  west  forks   This  configuration 
seriously  underestimates  the  total  amount  of  riparian  acreage  in  the  DRA 
There  is  a  discontinuous  riparian  corridor  on  public  land  from  the 
confluence  of  of  the  east  and  west  forks  to  the  Arizona  Border   These 
riparian  areas  may  not  be  as  extensive  as  those  In  the  headwaters,  but  they 
should  be  Included  on  the  maps, 

2.  I  have  been  involved  in  fisheries  research  in  lower  Beaver  Dam  Wash,  and 
I  have  first  hand  knowledge  that  Virgin  River  Splnedace  are  much  more 
widely  distributed  In  th«  waah  than  la  Indicated  on  figure  2-16   This 
species  Is  present  on  public  land  In  tht  main  stem  of  the  wash  in  T40S 
R19U.  T^IS  R19W.  and  T42S  R19W.  I  also  suspect  they  are  present  (but  rare) 


RESPONSE 

43.1  See  Responses  52.10  and  53.1. 

43.2  See  Response  11.7. 

43-3   This  has  been  added  to  the  Splnedace  habitat  Inventory  and  map. 


1  Etiual  Oppofiunity  Employer 


28 


MEKMBM0 

JAN1619du 


^  a  5-  -7^^^  >^^y^  ^Ase^ 


COMMENT  LETTER  #45 


'     9|lliIliB,l,2,3.i  ^^* 
4 


>.  Dtrli    Naiur 
S]3<   Mill  «.•    IE 
S>i<ll>,l«     >8||S 


Juiiirr      >,  ing 


,<*,^ 


V^v^ 


»-^J^«K^  -^^CZC, 


».   Onid    IriH 

BW     -  Dim  ItsMrct     i^«« 

223  Nertli    llii«   stmt 
St.borjt,    UIU     (4770 

Otv   ».   IriH. 

iz':  S" '"  ?•"  °*  • "•"•  •" boT.,,^  v^jj^""^ 

ii«lificilio.i.      For  nt,    l.    ,„  ,„„    „,  „,,  j,        j,  „„,|   „  „.,~.,,         ,,... 

v:"z:l  ^"'  't  '^"^  ""-*  —"'-^^  rrrt"  .„/'„r 

.n.r.l      .,tk*«.„      ,0,    ^„a    ,„,,    ,|„,^„^    construct. or      «t.r,.ls    r,o.rdl,«     J 
^<.ct.O«r,.„     „„.   n.    But     ,„o„M    0„i,„.t.    .1 1  o.    t„,    B..«r      0«     C    "m 

^dl-r..  r,"* * 1..  "»C£C,     „„*,     tcr.trc.     t»,  ,    sX 

I        ,,'.",'■..    *L"-""°"     '"•*'«'«C    •„;„,t,»,      ,..,t,r..„.,      c 
«l.rMt,„      Cll«ll    «  Ih,    ,t,t,  IMO    actions    m    tfc,    e.l.tr     Di.     Sloo.    ir  J  .„d    >!,, 
^•";;:    "    "   •'»"    »<"«'     "'-f--      T».    MJ-      .*o.,d     .dt    di«,„     "..T'su," 

niMr.l  .nlm,  fro  th,  tof  o<  tli>  B.i.ir  Da  HuMiins  .cross  Ik,  B..m  Dm  UiO. 
•r.i    «d    dM      to  til.  Aeon,     „d    N...d>      bordirs 

r„ul.t,oo     ,n    rip.ri.,     ,r,H,   o„|    „soisl.    toe   ftCEC     d.si5o,t,on      ,„    th,se    .r,.s    ♦or 

gmtrr     (rot.ct.on     o<  irihiolotml       ind    nilgral     .il..,. 

..,„-...''     '"'"9     '""'    ••"'"■"       '    t».«t.ti,l     pjrtot    UHh      c«     t,     si.,d     tor     tk, 

Sootlir.  Ul.»  .5  (ist  me.,.,  on,  o(  tk,  tourtrr  s  t..or,t,  r.crr.tion  d.ilinitions, 
tl.  r,..kg„  o(  ,*,ck  „,  s„,  „„„  „  ,,,  ,„  j„„|  ,^^  ^^^,1^  1^^^  ^^^  ^^^ 
•  in. fig       ud     oth,r     ,n.iron«kt.J  I,         d.str»cti«     inddstn.s.       Th.oH       ,00     (or    rour 


See  Response  to  Lenets  #12,  #13  and  #24  '        ^i-\-~->y<.;,ji^cj.K_  ^  See  Response  10  Uettefs  #12  #13  and  #24 
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COMMENT   LETTER   #46 
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B«rt  Flnf*rhut 

lUO  U.VUt  UHQ  OHM. 

ASfU),  coLORAoo  lien 
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COMMENT   LETTER   #47 

Elliott  i.  Bernsnaiu 

1' 0    6o«  ■j/'h/S'i    Sdll  me  l.Uy    Utaft  «1!S.      .;ill )  <' /8  '.  I'.a 


January  9,  1990 

Mr.  David  Brine 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
225  North  Bluff  Street 
St.  George,  Ut .  84770 

Dear  Mr.  Brine, 

I  have  reviewed  parts  of  the  Dixie  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  I  wanted  to  make  a  few  comments.  I  have  hiked  in 
HellTlole  Canyon  and  have  toured  parts  of  the  area.  It  is  a 
wonderful  area  and  deserves  maximum  support  against 
developattDt  and  mining. 

I  support  Alternative  C  as  the  best  option  you  presented. 

Th*  B«aver  Dam  Slope  areas  should  be  designated  an  ACEC,  it 
should  include  mineral  withdrawal  and  ORV  elimination.  I  am 
opposed  to  a  power  corridor  through  Beaver  Dam  Wash. 

Your  staff  has  done  a  lot  of  work  on  the  RMP  and  I  would 
like  to  commend  you  for  your  efforts. 

Sincerely , 


HESPOMSE 

See  Response  to  Leners  #12  and  #13. 


\!r  l)a\  iJ  brine 

Disie  kejiiurce  Mgmi  Wan  f.  b"  I  ■ 

Bureau  'l  Land  \laaaf;<.'in''ni 

22'^  Siirih  blull  Si 

M  Gcurae  1 1   s-fT;! 

licar  Uavid  Brine 


ORERtSflKMEA 

V 

'     -i«iUieiit2" 


CoinmeDt?  oa.lli$  Draft  Diiie  Hejou/ce  Mapagcocol  Planji  E  IS.. 

(^lejse  Jtcepi  these  c.jinmcni'  on  M,ur  Dixie  Ke'i.Kir,':  iianjuenieni  i-ljn 
!>:  b  1  s  I  *isti  lu  luiiv  suprxiri  vuur  Oe^iKnaiion  m  the  mdicaieJ  .\.(J  t'.  r 
as  shov.n  in  your -Xliernaiive  L  line  PrelcrreJ  .iiliernauvei  II  anvihing 
there  should  probablv  be  more  and  larger  A  C  I;  i!  ?  in  vuur  resource  area 

01  primary  imporunce  in  vour  resource  area  should  he  proKicimn  ol  the 
desen  tortoise     The  decline  oi  ihe  lortoisc  niusi  he  an  indication  oi  ihe 
dechne  in  health  ol  the  natural  values  ol  the  area  in  general     (3n  this  I 
speak  Irom  experience  lor  I  have  vivid  memories  of  the  old  Las  Vegas 
Highiay  with  us  then  seeminglv   never  ending   high  numbers  ol  tortoise 
road  kills 

If  irade-olTs  are  necessary  in  viev  ol  the  realitv  ol  human  population 
pressure  in  the  greater  St  tieorge  area  then  ma\  I  as  an  example  onl\ 
suggest  perhaps   sacnlicmg  an  area  like  the  Ikesert  Tortoite  U  Ciia 
Monmef  Habitat  north  ol  St  t*orge  tn  exchange  for  greater  il  not  ahwiluie. 
protection  tor  all  natural  values  in  the  greater  Beaver  Dam  Mountains  and 
Slopes  area   t)l  course,  scientists  knowledgeable  vith  the  values  involved 
should  be  consulted  in  any  such  eichange 

As  lar  as  human  pressure  lor  their  ever-increasing  water  needs  vs  the 
endangered  and  sensitive  species  ol  the  Virgin  and  Santa  Clara  Riv  ers  and 
these  rivers  riparian  habitat,  1  have  no  little  or  no  practical  advice  to  oiler 
for  here  I  feel  you  have  the  making  ol  a  conllici  that  is  alreadv  past  the 
point  ol  reasonable  solutions  lor  all  sides     I  ceriainlv  wish  vou  and  the 
region  good  luck,  but  I  really  don  t  eipect  any  miracles  lonlv  increasing 
future  deterioration—indeed,   tragedies  -lornalural  values' 
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COMMENT    LETTER   #47 


COI 


r:njll\   when  r"^<it^W   I  jI^o  urgr  vou  tn  pha^e  out  or  Iran^er  nui 
ii'-f«tock  ttmiriK  from  the  greater  pan  of  the  bLM  land!"  in  I'our  nalur  jM- 
i<'marl(al>lc  re5ource  area  and  ahfolutelv  most  urnentlv  in  habitat?  lur 
I'lr'-MUni'J  cnJa.i.;rri'd  a-J  -sr-iii'  e  «p»Cif«     '  Jlilf  anJ  «hei;p  iniur'v  ihc 
•■iwr  'ti  X  fi  nji'j'v;  plj;^l  c'lniuii'iK-;^  vvticif  ihe\  xra/?  which  in  luin 
*  '.!■e^f(.■•' '  ///?'//  cv/u'/,7<':''  «■ '  n'.an.    i!  thf  m'."'n'"'ers  oi  ihc  n^iui  al  a  ^mal 
ainimunmej     lie«ide«  caiile  and  sheep  lodav  belunx  ""  pri^aie  land.  JiiJ 
iax-pAver  «uh5tJies  iH  heUtw-marVelinK  Erarin;:  fee*  mu'^l  a""!  ^  ill 
•-■use    hc.iefvll"  «noner  than  lav,  i 


V'i'jr«  sini-?"(;li 


The  BLM  accommodates  a  variety  of  uses  on  the  public  lands.  The 
Proposed  Plan  states  that  where  resource  uses  conflict  with  T8.E 
species  management,  preference  would  be  given  to  the  TIE  species. 
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COMMENT   LETTER   #49 


RESPONSE 

See  Response  to  Lettefs  #12  and  #13 


COMMENT  LETTER  #50 


Mr   David  Pnne 

?IM  rnxtePe^/jurceTp^ 
;2f  Nor  iti  8  luH  yreei 
SI  George.  Utah  81770 


Dear  Mr  fnne 


'Voufrimeritior,  tfieJt.iiiPieaijrcerianagemenlf'ianiur  :heDi»ieR(rxuiceArt!jloiBI 

;  iuoporialierridtiveC  a: 'he  pt>i  :ii3rijjtmeiiia!f*-rriiiive  ■ 

t  -^uppori  theClas^H  visual  recotjrreniariaflen-ent  d^.  ,^,,i,f,^  ..^  ,r,,.-  ^it^rr-afv- 

''le  nciwe-  'jj'  r  ■*'  itirougn  Beaver  r;arn  v/asn  sriouic  5e  r^fluceo  '■-, » (vvjif.  ic  ii  eaier  :r3f  *riar  i- 
-urrently  necessary  ottier  valuer ^r^' more  irnportani 

'  oppose  ajnceiS'nnair?managBmenI  or  Area:  ^»  Cn'iral  En^tranrnenia'  '"o^cerr-    'fjttil^  "lust 
matritam  this  resppnsioility 

'  support  «rEC  prescnpiions  which  ■nrludeOSvripsure',  and  lull  mineral  wiihdrawais  (or  ham 
roO  .  Iluiaand  construciioo  rr.atcnal.-  rBjardless  of  atta-ted acreage   i.'p 

TtiePLM  mustdesigoaleallof  ihePeaver  Dam  Sloci*>are^s  whichai  e  pioposaJa;.  •viloerne'.-  ""■  HP 
■  5C'C   inrliiding  the  Beaver  Vmi  Wash,  i^'ugai  ^ar,,oii  and  joshua  tret  Natural  Area  umis,  as 
Atttslo  protect  scenic  and  wildlileresour'^!    '  suppo"  iheAf['' ctesignatio"-  the  61"  has 
pr oDosed  under  alier native' 

'  suppon  acduisilion  of  slate  lands  by  the  Piii  as.  proposed  by  alternative  C  in  addHion.  ihe  Bill 
musliguirealloi  the  slate  land  jccnor-.  inlheBeavei  Dam  Mope  area  and  Ihe  slate  section  on  Ihe 
east  sldpenfp lack  Rirtge   I  oppose  disposal  of  anvBI  M  lane  nnhin  inePpscurce  Ares 

The  3U I  must  withdraw  the  Beaver  jam  'lope  area  Irum  mineral  entry,  (rom  the  top  of  Ihe  beaver 
C'am  Mountains  .jcross  ihe  Beaver  Dam  Wash  area  and  down  lo  Ihe  A'  irona  and  'lev-ada  bo'der  s 

!  iupporl  Ihe  designation  or  no  surface  oaupancy  regulation  in  r  ipar  lan  ai  eas   'heELn.howe.ei . 
must  i*?,ignaie  these  as  ACECs  lor  greater  protection  ol  archeologn-^l  and  natural  values.   The 
riparian  areas  must  be  withdrawn  from  all  mineral  entry,  including  hardrxk.lluid  and 
'.onstruciiort  materials 


'hank  you  lor  consider  ing  my  Mntmertt; 


fc^>- :..■.»«■ 


tt*J 


Lakewood,  Colorado  80^^26- 1  I  12 


RESP04SE 

See  Response  to  Letters  #12  and  #13 
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Mr.  David  Brine 
BLM  Dixie  Resource  Area 
225  North  Bluff  St 
St.  George,  Utah  84770 

January  13,  1990 


-   .9J|lWai8,3,4.:r8 


£ia'  ~1^'i'  lyztrv.  : 


ja/UAa-TM  lO/if; 


•Di&p^  aUCO  L^tc^  a<  iKCpValc^ (X^  ^liiit^-.-naa.p 
Cn     HH  I600 ^  £X^.fY^^    ^  3i,^l'o  aj~k^^k^tr>^ 


RESPONSE 

See  Response  to  Lettets  #12  and  #13. 


Dear  David, 

1   have  enclosed  my  comments  for  the  Draft  of  the  Dixie  RMP.     I   have  not 

had     the     time  to  come  into  your  office  to  discuss  some  of  these  concerns  in 

person.     It  is  my  desire  that  these  coranents  assist  your  office  in  planning 

for  a  Final    RMP  that  will   justify  the  unique  scenery  and  recreation  opportunities 

with  little  damage  to  the  resource. 

Please  write  if  there  may  be  some  questions. 

Sincerely, 


Del   Smith 

Box  59 

Springdale  Utah  84767 
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The  Dixie  RMP  has  addressed  the  need  for  creative  planning  for  the  future 
growth  within  a  changing  resource  area.  In  general  the  Dixie  RMP  addresses 
these  issues  thoroughly  and  with  vision. 


COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRAFT  DIXIE  RMP 


January   1990 


These  comments  note  specific  concerns  of  projected  management  needs  which 
have  been  overlooked  or  not  clearly  defined  for  public  interpetation  in 
the  Draft  Dixie  RMP  (hereafter  D-DRHP).  Certainly  there  are  other  issues 
which  merit  improvement,  but  constraints  placed  on  the  Resource  Area  by 
archaic  management  laws  at  a  higher  level  restrict  authority.  My  comnents 
will  not  attempt  to  address  these  issues  at  this  time. 

As  a  resident  of  the  resource  area  for  over  12  years  my  participtation  in 
scoping  for  the  D-DRMP  and  other  issues  related  to  the  Dixie  Resource  Area 
has  been  documented  in  the  past.  My  concerns  are  based  on  several  years  of 
personal  experience  within  the  public  lands  of  the  DRA  and  other  public  lands 
in  the  west. 


Del  Smith 
PO  BOX  59 
Springdale,  Utah 
84767 


Tourism  and  recreation  have  shifted  dramatically  in  the  past  decade.   The 
county  economy  is  dependent  on  the  tourism  dollar,  as  well  as  sustaining  the 
quality  of  life  for  local  Washington  County  residents. 

"Viewing  scenery  is  ranked  as  the  number  one  pursuit  of  all 
visitors  to  public  lands... it  is  difficult  to  quantify  and 
yet  provides  perhaps  the  greatest  social  value  to  residents 
and  visitors  to  the  DRA"  D-DRMP  p  71 

Alternative  C,  the  Bureau's  Preferred  Alternative,  supports  planning  for  these 
values  over  an  extended  period  of  time.  Population  increase  has  doubled  in 
a  decade  bringing  a  diversity  of  recreation  activities  and  demands  not  currently 
addressed  by  any  resource  area  in  southern  Utah. 

"Resident  participation  rates  and  activity  preferences  ire   much 
more  likely  to  resemble  the  leisure  preferences  of  southern 
California  or  Las  Vegas  residents  than  those  of  other  Utah 
residents."  D-DRMP  p  43  "The  Bureau  has  generally  pursued  a 
passive  role  in  providing  for  dispersed  recreation  opportunities" 
D-ORMP  p  44 
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The  following  are  some  considerations  for  future  planning  of  these  important 
values  within  the  DRA. 

SCENIC  VALUES 

Alternative  C  creates  a  VRM  Class  II  rating  for  almost  the  entire  resource 
area.     This  is  significant,  and  should  be  retained  for  the  life  of  the  plan. 

ACEC  designations  to  protect  these  scenic  values   in  Canaan  Mountain  and 
Red  Cliff  Face,  adequately  protect  the  unique  scenery  of  the  resource  area. 
ACEC  nomination  of  the  Virgin  to  Springdale  corridoor  has  been  dropped,  as 
"BLM  manages  insufficient  amount  of  foreground   landscape  along  this 
corridoor."  D-ORMP  p  203.     However,  areas  within  this  corridoor  managed  by 
the  BLM  do  merit  ACEC  consideration,   specifically  The  Watchman,  and  an 
extended  boundary  of  the  Canaan  Mountain  ACEC  below  the  cliff  face. 
"Canaan  Mountain  is  considered  to  be  the  most  nationally 
significant  BLM  resource   in  the  DRA"  D-DRMP  p   191. 

The  values  of  The  Watchman,  and  the  pinyon/juniper  slopes  below  the 
Canaan  face  increase  the  signifigance  of  this  resource. 

RECREATION 

Off  road-vechicle  clousure  in  Alternative  C   is  significant.     Limited  and 
Closed  areas  should  be  supported  for  the  life  of  the  plan,  with  anticipated 
increase  of  this  use  throughout  the  area. 

Designation  of  two  Open  areas  for  ORV  use  gives  the  Bureau  the  ability 
to  manage  controlled  use.     However,  the  current  proposal   allows  for  ORV  use 
within  the  Little  Hountian  ACEC,  which  is  nominated  primiarly  for  cultural 
resources.     ORV  use  is  incompatible  with  the  nationally  significant 
cultural   sites  found  within  the  Little  Mountain  ACEC.     Management  of  ORV  use 
should  at  least,  be  limited  to  exisiting  roads  and  trails  in  this  ACEC. 

SRMA's   identified   in  Alternatives  B  and  C   in  Red  Mountain,  Deep  Creek.  La 
Verkin  Creek  and  Sand  Mountain  in  addition  to  Canaan  Mountain  must  have 
adequate  management  stipulations   (perhaps  LAC  inventories)  and  funding  to 
protect  these  sensitive  areas.     Acquisition  of  lands  for  proper  management 
of  these  SRMAs  should  be  carried  through  as  identified  in  Alternative  C. 


S=      52  3 


Perhaps  the  most  disturbing  development  within  the  DRA  has  been  as  a  result 

of  Quail  Creek  Reservoir. 

"New  recreation  areas  atq   being  created  as  a  spin-off  from 
water  projects  without  clear  definition  for  development 
and  administrative  responsibility  for  the  recreation".  D-ORMP  p  6 

Pressure  for  non-primitive  recreation  needs  at  Red  Cliffs  and  adjacent 

public  lands  have  become  a  management  nightmare.  Unauthorized  dumping, 

ORV  use  and  rampant  development  of  private  lands  has  created  a  blight  which 

should  not  be  repeated  anywhere  else  in  the  DRA. 

"The  Washington  County  Water  Conservancy  District  could  not 
Identify  specific  site  needs  for  reservoirs  on  BLM  lands. 
Thus,  this  issue  was  dropped  from  further  planning  during 
the  MSA."  D-ORMP  pl95 

North  Creek  located  approximately  1  mile  north  of  Virgin  Utah  is  identified 
as  the  next  Conservancy  project,  (when  they  pay  off  significant  reconstruction 
debt  for  reconstruction  of  Quail  Creek).  This  pet  project  in  addition  with 
plans  to  dispose  of  public  lands  in  the  adjacent  area  of  Virgin  could  create 
a  development  disaster  in  a  scenically  significant  region  of  the  DRA. 
A  clearer  management  plan  for  ORV  use,  land  disposal/acquisition,  scenic, 
and  recreational  needs  should  be  identified  in  the  DRMP  for  the  Virgin/ 
North  Creek  region.  This  corridoor  has  significant  public  lands,  and  acts 
as  a  visual  buffer  for  tourism  to  the  Kolob  Region  of  Zion  National  Park. 
In  addition  rampant  ORV  use  which  can  accompany  the  proposed  water  project 
could  have  significant  impact  to  riparian  values  of  the  Virgin  River,  and 
scenic  values  to  the  public  lands  adjacent  to  the  Crater  Hill  region  of 
Zion  National  Park.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  Virgin  region  will  become 
the  next  highly  developed  community  in  Washington  County. 

WILD  AND  SCENIC  DESIGNATION  FOR  DEEP  CREEK  AND  NORTH  CREEK 

Watershed,  primitive  opportunities  for  recreation  and  wildlife  values  will 
be  enhanced  by  the  permanent  designation  of  these  creeks  as  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers.  Land  acquisition,  as  identified  in  Alternative  C  should  be  carried 
forward  to  insure  protection  of  this  region  unique  in  the  DRA.  NSO,  and 
I  ORV  closure  should  be  carried  forward  during  the  intrim  period  of  designation. 
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Alternative  C  is  the  only  Alternative  in  the  0-ORMP  which  adequatley  and 

responsibly  addresses  resource  retention. 

"The  priority  in   land  tenure  adjustment  should  be  given  to- 
ward acquisition  of  identified  lands  to  benefit  resource 
programs." 

This  objective  should  be  carried  forward  with  priority  given  to  lands 

currently  being  impacted  by  pressures  from  outside  development.  When 

sensitive  or  unique  resources  are  identified,  but  show  signs  of  irretrevible 
damage,  acquisition   should  be  asserted. 

The  arid  region  of  Beaver  Dam  Slope  and  Beaver  Dam  Wash  should  be  prioritized 
for  land  acquisition  of  all    state  sections  as  addressed  in  Alternative  C. 


"Very  few  of  the  operations  could  exist  without  their  6LM  forage 
allocations. . .but  dollar  values  alone  do  not  tap   into  the 
cultural/tradi tional/inf luential    values  associated  with  the  BLM 
livestock  program. . .The  Bureau  recognized  that  the  perpetuation 
of  these  more   intangible  cultural   values  has  a   higher  social 
significance  than  the  economic  returns  indicate.     Decisions 
which  impact  the  grazing  programs  must  take  into  consideration 
these  social    values."     D-DRMP  p  68 

Although   1   am  sympathetic  to  the  cultural   romance  of  a   ranch  lifestyle,   income 
from  grazing   is  on  a  continual   decline  in  the  DRA.     Conflicts  with  wildlife 
forage,  water  needs  and  recreation  will   necessitate  a  revision  of  grazing 
management  during  the  life  of  this  plan.     Allotments  dre   in  disrepair, 
trespass  often  a  problem  and  fragile  riparian  streams  and  soils  show  negative 
impact  from  traditional   grazing  management. 


Retention  of  all   public  lands  east  of  Virgin  to  Zion  National    Park,  as 
addressed  in  Alternative  C  should  be  carried  forward. 


Land  acquisition   in  LaVerkin  Creek  is  significant  and  should  be  carried 
forward. 


Disposal   of  lands  adjacent  to  Virgin,   Utah  should  not  be  carried  forward 
at  this  time. 


The  D-ORMP   identifies  54     of   it's   lands  as  static  or  on  declining  trend. 
Fence  disrepair   is  rampant.     Drought  has  recently  placed  a   larger  percentage 
of  public  lands  in  a  declining  trend.     The  historic   significance  of  traditional 
range  use  will   continue  to  show  decline  as   liesure  activities  grow  within 
the  communities  of  the  DRA.     Continual   funding  and  modern  practices  with 
creative  range  rotation  should  be  analyzed  in  the  DRMP. 

RIGHT  OF   WAY 


MINERALS 

This  issue  has  been  addressed  extensivly  in  scoping  and  by  formal 

conservation  groups. 

NSO  and  mineral   withdrawal   should  accompany  designation  of  all   ACEC  nominations. 

NSO  in  riparian  corridoors  protects  this  valuable  resource.  This  should 
include  the  North  Creek  region,  where  ground  water  continamation  has  high 
potential   with  the  development  of  North  Creek  Reservoir. 


The  500KV  Navajo-McCul lough  powerline  does  not  necessitate  a  mile  wide 
corridoor  from  Hildale  to  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope.     This  corridoor  should  be 
restricted   in  size,  with  stipulation  provided  and  identified  by  the 
Los  Angeles  Department  of  Water  and  Power.     Their  request  for  a  mile  wide 
corridoor   is  extreme. 

ACEC   NOMINATIONS 

I   fully  support  all   ACEC  nominations  identified  under  Alternative  C.   Additional 
changes  were  noted  above.      In  addition,  inanagement  stipulations  for  Little 
Creek  Mountain  should  be  much  more  extensive  thant   the   "Recognition  ACEC" 
Status. 
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The  significance  of  cultural   resources  within  this  area  merits  a  rethinking 
of  this  management  prescription. 

IN  SUMMARY 

The  Dixie  Resource  Area  has  been  successful  at  identifying  larger  management 
issues  within  a  changing  human  environment.  Management  for  T&E's,  recreation, 
scenic,  watershed,  wilderness,  soils  and  planned  development  have  been 
adequate. 

Join  management  concerns  with  Zion  National  Park,  Dixie  National  Forest, 
Designated  Wilderness  and  other  Resource  Areas  has  been  thoughtful  and 

complete. 

Please  send  me  a  copy  of  the  Final  Dixie  RMP  when  it  is  available.  Good 
job  guys! 


Sincerely, 


Del  Smith 

Box  59 

Springdale  Utah  84767 


cci  Terri  Martin 
Brant  Calkin 
Jane  Whalen 
ZNP 
NOLS 
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Visual  elements  within  the  Virgin  to  Springdale  corridor  that  meet 
scenic  ACEC  standards  have  been  incorporated  in  the  Canaan  Mountain 
ACEC.   These  elements  include  Smithsonian  Butte.  Outton  Pass,  the 
Pines  Headwall.  Lower  Mountain,  and  the  Eagle  Crags.   These  are  the 
land  forms  most  conspicuous  along  the  Utah  Route  9  Scenic  Byway 
sightseeing  corridor  between  Virgin  and  Springdale.   They  are  rated 
Scenic  Quality  A,  and  represent  Colorado  Plateau  province  landscapes 
not  found  within  Zion  NP.  Refer  also  to  Response  104.11. 

Management  prescriptions  on  the  ACECs  ensure  protection  of  cultural 
resources  from  authorized  uses.  Unauthorized  uses  are  handled  though 
surveillance  and  other  law  enforcement  activities.  Certain  surface 
disturbing  activities,  under  close  control,  can  be  accommodated  within 
a  cultural  ACEC.   The  Little  Creek  ACEC  would  be  designated  "Limited" 
with  respect  to  OHV  uses. 

Impacts  from  site  specific  proposals  would  be  analyzed  when 
applications  for  the  projects  are  received  by  BLM.  Mitigation  to 
protect  the  resources  and  values  Identified  in  the  RMP  would  be 
appl ied  at  that  time. 

Text  changed.  Refer  to  the  appendix  on  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers. 

See  Response  24.5.  Acquisitions  are  identified  by  resource  program 
and  are  not  limited  to  the  tracts  listed.  State  sections  on  the 
Beaver  Dam  Slope  within  tortoise  critical  habitat  were  identified  for 
acquisition  In  the  appendix. 

Disposal  of  lands  adjacent  to  the  Virgin  River  would  only  occur  by 
exchange  for  like  property  along  the  river.   Lands  needed  for  urban  or 
suburban  purposes,  or  lands  chiefly  valuable  for  residential, 
commercial.  Industrial,  agricultural  or  public  purposes  may  be 
Identified  for  disposal. 

See  Response  52.6. 

Management  prescriptions  are  tailored  for  each  individual  ACEC  to 

protect  the  special  values  for  which  the  ACEC  was  established. 

Blanket  prescriptions  are  not  appropriate  for  special  management  areas. 

North  Creek  was  included  with  other  riparian  areas  In  Category  3,  open 
with  no  surface  occupancy. 

The  corridor  Is  the  minimum  width  necessary  to  accommodate  current 
rights-of-way  and  projected  future  uses. 
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.lANl  .  IH-i 


414  Social  Sciences 
267  19th  Avenue  South 
Department  of  Geography 
University  of  Minnesota 
Minneapolis,  MN   55455 


Mr.  David  Brine 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Dixie  Resource  Area 

225  North  Bluff  Street 

St.  George,  UT   64770 

Dear  Mr.  Brine: 

I  submit  this  letter  in  comment  on  the  Draft  Dixie  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

The  draft  plan  is  a  substantial  step  toward  improving  land 
management  in  the  Dixie  Resource  Area,  but  it  is  far  from 
equitable.  Grazing,  mining,  and  off-road  vehicle  interests  receive 
too  much  deference.  It  recommends  only  29,595  acres  (of  the 
628,165  acres  of  BLM  land  in  the  resource  area)  for  closure  to 
mineral  entry  and  82,100  acres  for  closure  to  off-road  vehicles. 
It  also  confirms  allocation  of  less  than  7,000  animal  unit  months 
of  available  forage  for  wildlife,  but  23,000  for  livestock. 

The  BLM  should  take  a  much  stronger  stance  in  protecting  the 
invaluable  recreation,  scenery,  wildlife,  and  watersheds  of  the 
Dixie  Resource  Area.  I  recommend  closing  all  areas  shown  as  "No 
Surface  Occupancy"  on  the  mineral  leasing  map  for  BLM's  preferred 
olter.-iativc  (page  14  7)  to  »iir.eral  entry,  mineral  materials  sale, 
off-road  vehicle  travel,  vegetative  treatment,  disposal,  rights  of 
way,  and  grazing.  These  areas  total  150,100  acres  (page  146). 
Approximately  25,000  acres  shown  as  special  stipulation  areas  west 
and  east  of  Beaver  Dam  Wash  (page  147 )  should  be  changed  to  No 
Surface  Occupancy  for  mineral  leasing  and  closed  to  the  same  uses. 

This  alternative  would  protect  175, 000  acres  and  leave  72 
percent  of  BLM  lands  in  the  resource  area  open  to  mining  and 
grazing — more  than  reasonable  in  an  area  so  rich  in  scenery, 
recreation,  and  wildlife  and  where  primitive  areas  will  become 
increasingly  scarce  and  valuable  as  population  continues  to 
increase.   The  closures  are  needed  to  protect  the 

same   values   that   the   BLM's   proposed   No   Surface   Occupancy 
stipulations  are  meant  to  protect. 


Mr.  David  Brine 
January  8,  1990 
Page  2 

The  BLM  should  not  be  so  reluctant  to  use  its  withdrawal 
authority  under  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  in  order 
to  protect  publ ic  values--especial ly  in  an  area  where  grazing  is 
so  marginal  and  significant  mineral  potential  is  limited  to  the 
western  quarter.  The  proposed  mineral  withdrawal  of  26,960  acres 
in  the  proposed  Beaver  Dam  Slopes  ACEC  is  desperately  needed,  but 
it  may  be  too  late  because  claims  may  cover  much  of  the  area 
already  (page  29).  Why  not  prevent  such  a  disaster  on  Canaan 
Mountain,  Cottonwood  Canyon,  Red  Mountain,  La  Verkin  Creek,  and 
Deep  Creek?  These  areas  of  low  mineral  potential  in  the  eastern 
part  of  the  resource  area  need  to  be  protected  from  mineral 
activities  because  exploration  would  leave  only  scars  with  no 
production.  The  critical  watershed  and  wildlife  values  of  the 
Upper  Forks  of  Beaver  Dam  Wash  described  on  page  19  also  need 
strong  protection. 

No  areas  should  be  open  to  unrestricted  cross-country  off- 
road  travel.  Off-road  vehicle  rider  enjoyment  cannot  outweigh  such 
senseless  destruction  of  soil  and  vegetation.  The  BLM's  draft  plan 
would  designate  148,580  acres  for  this  stupidity  (including  the 
Little  Creek  Mountain  Cultural  ACEC!).  All  BLM  lands  should  be 
closed  to  of f- road  vehicle  use  except  for  trails  specifically 
marked  as  open.  The  "existing"  trail  that  bisects  the  Deep  Creek 
No  Surface  Occupancy  area  should  be  closed  and  rehabilitated.  Two 
wheel  tracks  and  other  primitive  grazing  access  roads  in  the  Beaver 
Dam  Slope  ACEC  should  be  closed  to  recreational  use  to  protect 
vegetation  and  wildlife. 

None  of  the  disposal  tracts  should  be  sold.  They  should  be 
reserved  for  exchanges.  Any  tracts  that  are  not  needed  for 
exchanges  within  the  resource  area  can  be  used  for  acquisition  of 
critical  private  or  state  lands  in  other  parts  of  Utah.  The  state 
section  (recently  proposed  for  sale)  in  the  La  Verkin  Creek  Special 
Recreation  Management  Area  should  be  proposed  for  acquisition. 

The  EL:i  should  request  instrean  flows  not  only  for  livestock 
and  wildlife  (page  17),  but  also  for  riparian  vegetation. 

Reclamation  should  be  required  of  all  disturbances  for  mineral 
exploration  and  development  including  roads  and  powerlines. 


Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 


Sincerely, 
Rodney  Greeno 


COMMENT  LETTER  *54 


RESPONSE 

53.1  Closing  all  areas  designated  as  NSO  would  place  unnecessary 
restrictions  on  multiple  use  management. 

53.2  The  Upper  Beaver  Dam  Hash  would  be  designated  as  an  ACEC  with  NSO 
stipulations. 

53.3  See  Response  101 .6. 

53.4  Tent  changed. 

53.5  See  Response  97.8. 

53.6  Reclamation  is  required  under  43  CFR  3809  regulations. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  #55 
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RESPONSE 

See  Response  to  Leners  #12  and  #13. 
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January    15.   1990 

415  No   PMam 

Salt  Lake  City.  UT  84103 

David  Brine 

BLM.  DiKte  Resource  Area 
225  North  BluH  Street 
St    George.  Utah  84770 

Dear  Mr    Brine, 

I  am  writing  in  response  for  the  request  for  whiten  comments  on  the  Dixie  Resource  Management  Plan 
In  gerwral.  I  support  allernatpve  C  as  the  best  of  the  choices,  with  these  provisos: 

As  a  member  o(  the  Utah  Native  Plant  Society  I  am  especially  concerned  about  the  habitat  of  the 
endangered  dwarf  bearclaw  poppy     ACEC  preechptione  should  include  ORV  closures  arxi  their 
enforcement  and  full  mineral  withdrawals  for  hard  rock,  fluid  arid  construction  materials. 

Please  designate  all  of  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  areas  which  are  proposed  as  wilderness  in  HR 
1500.  including  the  Beaver  Dam  Wash.  Cougar  Canyon  and  Joshua  Tree  Natural  Area  units,  as  ACECs  lo 
protect  scenic  and  wildlife  resources     My  (nends  and  I  often  visit  these  areas  to  see  birds  and  plants 
we  can't  see  anywhere  else  in  the  state     I  know  this  is  a  favorite  spot  for  other  nature  study  groups  as 
well     Please  make  every  effort  to  acquire  all  of  the  state  land  sections  in  the  Beaver  0am  Slope  area, 
and  don't  dispose  of  any  of  the  BLM  land  within  tlie  Resource  Area     This  area  should  also  be  withdrawn 
from  mineral  entry,  from  the  top  of  the  Beaver  Dam  Mountains  to  the  borders  of  the  adjacent  states. 

The  npanan  zones  need  particular  proteclion     They  deserve  ACEC  designation,  and  should  be 
withdrawn  from  all  mineral  entry 

Maintain  BLM  control  over  ACEC  management.    Don't  set  up  concessionaire  agreements 

I  very  much  thank  you  lor  the  vast  improvement  of  your  draft  Resource  Management  Plan/ 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Dixie  Resource  Area  over  past  attempts     There  are  so  many 
rare,  threatened,  endangered  and  sensitive  species  in  this  area  thai  enlightened,  commined 
management  is  urgently  needed 


Sincerely. 


The  Dwarf  bearclaw  poppy  habitat  within  proposed  ACEC  areas  would  be 
closed  to  OHV  use.  Other  uses  or  restrictions  would  be  developed  on  a 
site  specific  basis  at  the  activity  planning  stage. 


2=        See  Response  to  Letters  iri2,  *13  and  #24. 


COMMENT  LETTER  #57 


COMMENT  LETTER  #89 
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RESPONSE 

See  Response  61.1. 
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Developers  Of  The  Anasazi  Valtey  Indian  Cultural  Center 
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TO:   Bureau  of  Land  Management 

ATTEN:   Debra  Pletrzak 

RE:   Public  Conraent  Alternative  C 

Ue  of  Sunhawk  Developiocnt,  Inc.  and  Sxinhawk  Productions,  Inc.  (a 
non-profit  corporation),  desire  to  express  our  support  of  alternative  C 
as  proposed  In  your  draft  of  the  Dixie  Resource  Hanagement  Plan.   We 
would  like  to  recomnend,  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  consider 
the  disposal  of  acreage  directly  north  and  contiguous  to  our  privately 
owned  eighty  acres,  as  well  as  the  forty  acres  across  the  highway 
pursuant  to  the  directives  of  the  Recreation  Public  Purpose  Act.   This 
would  permit  us  the  necessary  land  to  acconnodate  sufficient  parking 
for  public  access  of  the  1700  acres  as  well  as  the  Anasazi  Cultural 
Center,  as  proposed  In  our  cooperative  management  proposal. 

It  is  our  personal  coBBltment  to  Anasazi  Valley  and  the 
surrounding  environment  that  we  extend  every  effort  necessary  to 
protect  the  cultural,  educational,  archaeological,  riparian,  and  scenic 
significance  of  this  beautiful  country. 

As  indicated  in  our  letter  of  November  15,  1989,  we  are  finalizing 
our  organizational  plans  and  will  be  in  contact  In  the  near  future  to 
bring  tojiether  the  coomtttec  that  will  formalize  our  proposed 
cooperative  management  plan  of  the  public  land  surrounding  Anasazi 
Valley. 
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SUNHAW  DEVELOntENT 
SBELA  DEAN  WILSON 
Chairman 


Janes  Parker 

Bureau  of  Land  Hanageaei 

324  S.  State  St. 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 

Gordon  Staker 

176  E.  D.L.  Sargent  St. 

Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 
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These  lands  are  proposed  for  ACEC  designation  and  would  not  be  subject 
to  disposal . 
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RESPONSE 

Sm  Response  10  lAtMrs  #12  and  #13 


COMMENT   LETTER  #59 


13  January,  1990 


Hank  Bruse 
235  Travis  Drive 
Wisconsin  Rapids,  Wisconsin 
54494 


Mr.  David  Brine 
BLM  Dixie  Resource  Area 
225  North  Bluff  Street 
St.  George,  Utah   84770 


Dear  Mr.  Brine, 

Please  register  my  support  for  Alternative  C  for 
the  Dixie  Resource  Area  Management  Plan. 

Furthermore  I  urge  the  BLM  to: 

1)  Maintain  control  over  management  of  Areas  of  Critical 
Envi  ronmental  Concern  (ACEC)  instead  of  relying  on 
concessiona  i  re  agreements , 

2)  DRV  closures  and  full  mineral  withdrawals  for  hard  rock, 
fluid,  and  construct  ion  materials  should  be  included 

in  ACEC  prescriptions  regardless  of  affected  acreage, 

3)  designate  as  ACECs  all  of  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  areas 
which  are  to  be  protected  as  wilderness  in  HR1500, 

4 )  move  to  acquire  all  of  the  state  land  sections  in  the 
Beaver  Dam  Slope  area  and  the  state  sections  on  the 
east  slope  of  Black  Ridge. 

I  am  grateful  for  your  consideration  of  my  thoughts . 


Sincerely  yours , 


RESPONSE 

See  Response  to  Letters  #12  and  #13 


COMMENT   LETTER   #61 
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COWWENT  LETTER  #60 


Jan    19th,    1990 

Barry  Sochat 

Box  1011 

Rockville,  Utah   84763  •*rll|B|li2.. 

Mr.  David  Brine 

Re:  Dixie  Resource  Management  Plan  Written  Comments 

Dear  Mr.  Brine: 

I  would  like  to  formally  offer  my  comments  on  the  Dixie  RMP 

:   ,:^^.*"PP°''"^  Alternative  C  with  the  following  reservations 
and  additions: 

(1)  Please  have  minimum  Class  II  air/visual  resource 
management  3tand_^rds,  and  specifically,  in  Regard  to  Rockville 
an*  surrounding-^Canaan  Mountain  WSA,  don't  allow  any  mining 

or  drilling  permits  that  would  lower  the  air  standard  in  the  MSA 

(2)  Please  maintain  full  ORV  closures  for  all  ACEC's   along  with 
full  mineral  withdrawals  for  hardrock,  fluid  and  construction 
materials  regardless  of  affected  acreage  size. 

(3)  All  BLM  Riparian  areas  should  be  withdrawn  from  all  mineral 
entry, including  hard  rock,  fluid  and  construction  materials. 

<«)  .State  Land  Acquisition , as  outlined  in  Alt.  C,  should  be 
instituted;  riowever,  I  oppose  the  sale  of  any  BLM  lands  or  the 
disposal  of  any  parcels  within  the  Resource  area.  In  particular 
Parcels  //88,89,90  591  should  be  left  under  BLM  ownership. 

(5)  The  BLM  should  maintain  control  over  ACEC  Management,  and  not 
allow  these  areas  for  Concessionaire  agreements.  Further   the 
Riparian  areas  should  be  elevated  to  ACEC  status  to  protect  the 
remaining  natural  values  and  archaeological  sites,  and  should  have 
NSC  status  applied. 


area  be  permitted. 


Thank  Tou  for  your  ti.ne  and  effort.   Sincerely.  Barry  Sochat  /^  i.:^ 


RESPONSE 

See  Response  to  Letters  #12  and  #13 


61.1 
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The  Utah  BLM  Statewide  Hllderness  EIS  addresses  wilderness 
alternatives  for  all  Hllderness  Study  Areas  In  Utah.  The  BLM 
wilderness  study  conforms  to  the  Category  3  planning  amendment  option 
outlined  In  the  BLM  Hllderness  Study  Policy.  The  BLM  recognizes  that 
many  wilderness  bills  address  acreage  greater  or  less  than  the  FLPMA 
Section  603  (A)  review  acreage.  Because  the  Inventory  phase  has  been 
completed  according  to  prescribed  policy  and  guidance.  BLM  will  not 
revisit  Inventory  Issues  during  this  stage  (study  phase)  of  the 
review.  This  Is  supported  by  policy  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  Issued  February  5.  1987.  Additional  lands  may  be  studied  In 
future  BLM  land  use  planning  under  provisions  of  Section  202  of  the 
FLPMA.  (See  page  8  of  the  Draft  RMP). 


61 .2    Text  changed. 
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3810  Woodqlenn  Place 
Casper,  WY  82609 
January  19,  1990 


Mr .  David  Be  ine 
BLM  -  Dixie  Resource  Area 
225  North  Bluff  Street 
St.  George,  UT  84770 

Dear  Mr .  Br  ine: 

I  am  writing  to  comment  on  the  draft  RMP/EIS  for  the  Dixie 
Resource  Area.   First  of  all,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for 
mapping  out  the  existing  roads  and  trails  in  the  area--this 
really  helps  when  looking  through  the  plan. 

I  support  alternative  C  as  the  best  choice  of  those  given  in  the 
plan,  but  there  are  some  improvements  which  should  be  made, 
especially  in  regards  to  ACECs .  I  support  the  ACEC  designations 
that  the  BLM  has  proposed  under  alternative  C.   In  addition,  I 
think  that  all  o£  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  areas  which  are  proposed 
as  wilderness  in  HR  1500,  including  the  Beaver  Dam  Wash,  Cougar 
Canyon,  and  Joshua  Tree  Natural  Area  units,  should  be  designated 
as  ACECs  to  protect  their  scenery  and  wildlife.   The  BLM  should 
maintain  control  over  ACEC  management,  rather  than  giving  that 
control  to  concessionaires.   Concessionaires  tend  to 
commercialize  areas  to  make  profits,  which  is  inappropriate  in 
areas  which  are  being  singled  out  as  critical  environments. 
When  an  area  is  designated  an  ACEC,  ORV  use  and  mining  for  hard 
rock,  fluid,  and  construction  materials  should  be  banned, 
regardless  of  the  affected  acreage  size. 

Please  withdraw  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  area  from  mineral  entry, 
from  the  top  of  the  Beaver  Dam  Mountains  across  the  Beaver  Dam 
Wash  area  and  down  to  the  Arizona  and  Nevada  borders.   The  power 
corridor  through  Beaver  Dam  Wash  conflicts  with  other  more 
important  values,  and  should  be  reduced  to  a  width  no  greater 
than  what  is  currently  necessary.   I  support  the  acquisition  by 
the  BLM  of  state  land  sections  as  proposed  by  alternative  C,  but 
you  should  also  acquire  all  of  the  state  land  sections  in  the 
Beaver  Dam  Slope  area  and  the  state  section  on  the  east  slope  of 
Black  Ridge.   The  BLM  should  not  dispose  of  any  of  its  land 
within  the  Dixie  Resource  Area. 

I  support  the  BLM's  designation  of  no  surface  occupancy 
regulation  in  riparian  areas,  but  these  areas  should  also  be 
given  ACEC  status  for  greater  protection  of  archcolog ical  and 
natural  values.   Riparian  areas  should  be  withdrawn  from  all 
mineral  entry.  Including  hard  rock,  fluid,  and  construction 
mater  ials  . 

Lastly,  I  support  the  Class  II  visual  resource  management 
classes  in  alternative  C. 


2900  South  Glebe  Road,  #508 
Arlington,  Virginia   22206 
18  January  1990 

Mr.  David  Brine 

Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Dixie  Resource  Araa 

225  North  Bluff  Street 

Saint  George,  Utah   84770 

Sir: 

Alternative  C  is  the  best  of  the  options  in  the  draft  of  the 
Resource  Management  Plan  for  the  Dixie  Resource  Area.  In  the 
western  half,  the  upgrading  of  lands  in  visual  Resource  Management 
Inventoiry  Class  III  to  VRM  II  is  particularly  worthwhile.  However, 
Alternative  C  can  be  improved  in  the  following  ways: 

The  power  corridor  through  Beaver  Dam  Wash  conflicts  with  more 
important  values  and  should  be  reduced  to  a  width  no  greater 
than  what  is  currently  necessary. 

The  BLM  must  maintain  control  of  the  management  of  Areas  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern,  rather  than  making  agreements 
with  concessionaires.  Prescriptions  in  Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  should  include  closures  to  off-road 
vehicles  and  full  withdrawal  of  entry  for  exploitation  of  all 
minerals,  including  hard  rock,  fluid  and  construction 
materials,  whatever  the  size  of  the  area. 

All  designations  as  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 
in  Alternative  C  should  be  retained.  In  addition,  several 
more  areas  should  be  designated  to  the  increased  standard 
explained  in  the  previous  paragraph  to  protect  their  beauty 
and  wildlife: 

all  of  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  areas  proposed  as  wilderness 
in  HR  1500,  including  the  Beaver  Dam  Wash,  Cougar  Canyon, 
and  Joshua  Tree  Natural  Area  units 

all  riparian  areas  (the  designation  of  no  surface 
occupancy  is  insufficient,  though  laudable,  protection 
for  archeological  sites) 

In  addition  to  acquiring  the  state  land  sections  as  proposed 
in  Alternative  C,  the  BLM  should  acquire  all  the  state  land 
sections  in  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  area  and  the  state  section 
on  the  east  slope  of  Black  Ridge.  The  BLM  should  not  dispose 
of  any  land  within  the  Resource  Area. 

I  am  glad  to  see  that  Smithsonian  Butte,  familiar  to  me  and  the 
subject  of  one  of  the  earliest  illustrations  of  the  region,  is  VRM 
Class  I  . 
<uOfUMOllMWut'  :' 

IAN2  1-^  Sincejely, 


RESPONSE 

See  Response  to  Letlefs  #12  and  #13 


CCMJEtn  LETTER  #63 


Page  2 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  management  of 
this  lovely  part  of  the  country.   I  urge  you  to  incorporate  these 
suggestions  into  the  final  plan,  and  to  implement  them,  so  that 
this  special  area  can  be  used  and  enjoyed  in  a  sustainable  manner 
by  many  generations  to  come. 


Martie  Crone 


RESPONSE 

See  Response  to  Leitefs  #12  and  #13 
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COMMENT   LETTER   #64 
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Cenieri  for  Dite»e  Control 
AlUnla  GA  30333 

January  16,   1990 

Mr.   David  Brine 
Bureau  of  Lairi  Management 
Dixie  Resource  Area 
225  North  Bluff  St. 
St.  Geonje,  Utah     84770 
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Dear  Mr.   Brine: 

We  have  cxanpleted  our  review  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Iiipact  Statement 
(CEIS)  en  the  proposed  Dixie  Resource  Maragement  Plan.  We  are  responding 
cffi  behalf  of  the  U.S.  Public  Health  Service. 

Due  to  cominity  growth  and  changes  in  Bureau  of  Land  Management  guidance, 
we  note  that  existing  management  pl^is  would  not  meet  the  standards  for 
public  awareness  and  is  cOTisidered  obsolete.   In  ocioparing  alternative 
approadies  to  management,  we  believe  that  Alternative  C,  the  preferred 
alternative,  has  appropriately  addressed  arsas  of  concern.  The  special 
recreational  resource  management  would  provide  long-term  management 
direction  for  recreational  resources.  Also,  there  would  be  a  hii^ 
positive  ijipact  from  obtaining  water  rights  or  agreements  on  the  thirteen 
strecun  segments.   Instream  flow  is  needed  to  protect  recreational  uses, 
wildlife  cind  water  quality  maintenance.  The  proposed  nanagement  also 
provides  various  levels  of  necessary  surface  protection.  Prevention  and/or 
reduction  in  current  surface  disturbance  and  erosion  should  be  effective 
in  helping  to  control  salinity  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin. 

We  would  like  to  esiphasize  that  the  successful  inplementation  of  any 
management  plcin  is  d^jendent  xxpon   the  mcmtoring  eind  evaluation  of  the 
c»i-the-ground  activities.  We  note  that  the  plan  can  be  modified  through  a 
planning  amendment  process  when  evaluations  determine  the  plan  to  be 
ineffective. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  cciiment  on  this  DEIS.   Please 
insure  that  we  are  included  on  your  mailing  list  to  receive  a  copy  of  the 
final  document,  and  future  DEIS's  which  may  indicate  potential  public 
health  ijrpact  and  are  developed  under  the  National  Environmental  PDlicy 
Act  (NEPA). 

Sincerely  yours, 

-< ^/-  ^^/ 

Kenneth  W.  Holt,  M.S.E.H. 
Environmental  Health  Scientist 
Center  for  Environmental  Health 
and  Injury  Control 


COMMENT  LETTER  #«S 
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COMMENT  LETTER  #65 
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RESPONSE 

See  Reaponse  to  l«nera  #12  and  #13. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  #66 
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COMMENT  LETTER  #67 


JOHN  M.  WADE 

220  W.    15TH  ST,  APT    I  ym   ^0^ 
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217a  T-Rd. 
Cedaredge.Co. 814  13 

Jan, 18. 19Q0 

Mr.  David  Brine 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Dlx le  Resource  Area 

225  Bluff  St. 

St. George, Utah  84770 

Dear  Mr.  Brine r 


Thank  you  for  sending  us  the  Resource  Management  Plan 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Dixie  Resource  Area.  You 
have  done  a  comprehensive  and  impressive  analysis  of  the  area 
and  Issues. 

We  consider  the  public  lands  and  canyons  of  Utah  as  our 
front  yard  recreation  area  and  spend  lots  of  time  camping  and 
back-packing  there.  We  are  worried  by  the  Increasing  impact  of 
people  on  these  areas  and  the  Increasing  dlfflclty  in  finding 
areas  still  In  their  natural  state. 

Our  son  and  family  come  to  Utah  every  spring  from  their 
home  near  Seattle  to  dry-out  from  the  cold  wet  winters  and  to 
get  renewed  by  camping  In  the  relatively  people-free  areas  of 
Utah. 

We  strongly  support  alternative  "C"  of  the  choices 
outlined  in  your  proposal  and  have  some  additional 
recommendations: 

A.  For  Areas  of  Critical  Concern  CACEO.we  suggest 
including  all  of  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  areas  that  are  proposed 
as  wilderness  in  HR1500  such  as  Beaver  Dam  Wash,  Cougar  Canyon 
and  Joshua  Tree  Natural  Areas  as  well  as  the  areas  you  have 
proposed  In  "C" . 

B. The  BLM  should  acquire  the  state  land  suggested  In  "C" 
and  all  the  state  land  In  the  Beaver  Dam  slope  area  and  on  the 
east  slope  of  Black  Ridge. 

C. Withdraw  from  mineral  entry  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  area 
from  the  top  of  the  Beaver  Dan  Mts.  across  the  wash  and  down  to 
the  Ar  izona  and  Nevada  borders. 

D- Restrict  the  power  corridor  through  Beaver  Dam  Wash  to  a 
width  no  wider  than  now  necessary  since  that  conflicts  with 


atural 
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E.We  strongly  favor  the  Class  11  visual  resource  classes 
in  your  study  and  urge  that  the  BLM  retain  control  over  ACEC 
management  rather  than  letting  concessionaires  take  over.  For 
the  ACEC,  we  hope  closures  to  ORV  s  and  mineral  withdrawals  for 
hard  rock, fluid  and  construction  materials  will  be  enforced. 

F. Riparian  areas  are  of  special  concern  and  Importance,  as 
you  know.  In  this  dry  climate  and  need  special  protection.  We 
support  no-surface-  occupancy  regulation  in  riparian  areas  and 
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ACEC  designation  for  greater  protection.  These  areas  should 
also  be  withdrawn  from  all  mineral  entry. 

We  appreciate  your  consideration  of  our  suggestions  and 
wish  you  well  In  protecting  the.se  unique  and  all  too  scarce 
nat lona I  treasures , 


Sincerely  yours, 

William^,  and  Donna  G.  Jones   { 


COMMENT  LETTER  #68     fecEWED  JAN  2  2 '990 

The  Nature  Conservancy 

Great  Basin  Field  Office 

PO  BoK  11486.  Pioneer  Stabon  •  Salt  Lake  City.  Utah  84147-04W 

(801)  531-0999 

January  18,  1990 


Mr.  David  Brine 

RMP  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Dixie  Resource  Area 

225  North  Bluff  Street 

St.  George,  Utah   84770 


RESPONSE 

See  Response  to  Letters  #12  and  #13. 


Dear  Mr.  Brine t 

We  have  received  and  read  the  draft  Dixie  Resource  Management 
Plan  (RMP)  and  its  accompanying  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(DEIS)  We  would  like  to  offer  enthusiastic  support  for  your 
ef forts,  followed  by  minor  suggestions  for  use  in  revising  the 
draft.  Please  ensure  that  this  letter  is  included  in  the  record 
of  organizational  conmtenta  the  Bureau  received  before  the  deadline. 

We  would  first  like  to  commend  you  and  your  colleagues  in  the 
Resource  Area  for  an  excellent  draft  document.  The  RMP  is  of 
particular  Interest  to  The  Nature  Conservancy,  nationally  as  well 
as  in  Utah,  because  it  encompaasee  a  biologically  remarkable  part 
of  the  Intermountain  West.  The  Resource  Area  includes  a  unique 
desert-transition  zone,  and  the  only  superimposition  of  the  Mojave 
Desert  flora  on  the  physiography  of  the  Colorado  Plateaus. 

The  Nature  Conservancy's  interests  in  the  draft  HMP  are 
largely  confined  to  biologically-  and  ecologically-based  Areas  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC's);  threatened,  endangered, 
and  special  species; ,  and  improved  or  consolidated  land  tenure 
patterns.  These  interests  are  based  on  our  traditional  emphasis 
on  land  acqusition  ( including  federal  co-ops)  for  species 
protection  and  natural  areas,  and  on  the  vital  role  federal  landa 
and  ACEC's  have  in  the  preservation  of  natural  diversity. 

The  Conservancy's  interest  in  Washington  County  is  well- 
demonstrated  by  numerous  accomplishments,  syntheses,  and  ongoing 
projects  I  the  Lytle  Ranch  field  station;  ecological  surveys  in 
Zion  National  Park;  our  ACEC  nomination  for  the  Woodbury  Desert 
Study  Area  (WDSA) ;  many  Element  Occurrence  Records  in  the  map  and 
computer  files  of  the  Utah  Natural  Heritage  Program;  and  the 
nearly-completed  Red  Cliff  exchange.  This  record  of 
nonconf rontational  activity  is  founded  on  our  statewide  mission  of 
recognizing  and  protecting  natural  diversity.  We  take  great 
interest  in  the  Resource  Area's  activities  whenever  and  wherever 
they  enhance  our  ability  to  fulfill  this  mission  and  meet  ancillary 
or  project-specific  objectives. 
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Mr.  David  Brine 
Dixie  Resource  Area 
January  18,  1990 
Page  2 

Our  interest  in  the  recognition,  protection,  and  maintenance 
of  natural  diversity  in  the  Resource  Area  covers  the  topics  ofi 
BLM  staffing  and  expertise;  monitoring  and  enforcement  of  closures 
and  surface-use  stipulations;  exchanges  into  and  purchases  of  state 
and  private  parcels;  administrative  designations  and  supportive 
activity  plans;  and  erection  of  protective  structures  such  as 
strategic  fencelines . 

After  thorough  analysis,  we  stronolv  support  the  Preferred 
Alternative  ("C")  without  any  significant  reservations.  We  have 
faith  in  the  judgement  of  BLM  professionals,  and  we  believe  that 
the  general  public  as  well  as  the  biota  would  beat  be  served  if 
this  alternative  is  promptly  adopted.  It  should  be  modified  only 
by  new  Icnowledge  that  surfaces  during  the  comment  period. 

We  endorse  the  features  and  rationales  for  "C"  that  appear  on 
the  pages  referenced  below.  Adoption  and  implementation  of  "C 
would  greatly  ease  the  Conservancy' s  role  in  helping  put  the 
proposed  (final)  RMP  to  work.  We  will  indicate  later  the  ways  in 
which  we  intend  to  assist  the  Bureau  and  other  cooperators,  with 
emphasis  on  biological  ACEC's,  threatened,  endangered,  and  special 
(TES)  species,  and  stewardships  projects.  Specific  comments  on 
features  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  followi 

Page  76. — We  support  what  is  termed  the  "thrust"  of  the 
alternative,  which  accords  very  well  with  the  Conservancy's 
mission.  "C"  directly  promotes  riparian,  TES  habitat,  and  (we 
would  add)  scientific  or  inherent  ecological  values.  Similarly, 
( item  3) ,  we  agree  that  "parcels  with  significant  or  critical 
national  [sic]  resource  values  should  remain  under  federal 
control".  If  such  parcels  are  divested,  it  may  be  very  difficult 
and  costly  to  retrieve  them  if  they  turn  out  to  harbor  important 
elements  of  natural  diversity. 

Page  77. — We  concur  that  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  ACEC  should  be 
as  large  as  BLM  specialists  believe  is  necessary  for  the  resource. 
We  furthermore  endorse  a  mineral  withdrawal  and  NSO  determination 
for  tortoise  critical  habitat  there  (page  157). 

Page  60. — The  text  states  that  "Land  exchanges  could  [still] 
be  considered  on  a  case-by-case  basis  on  lands  identified  in  the 
RMP...".  We  think  this  is  an  excellent  provision,  one  that  helps 
defuse  any  unwarranted  criticism  that  "C"  is  inferior  to 
Alternative  B  insofar  as  exchange  opportunities  and  tenure 
adjustment  are  concerned.  Please  retain  this  language  and  the 
four  criteria  in  the  revised  "Lands"  discussion. 


Mr.  David  Brine 
Dixie  Resource  Area 
January  18,  1990 
Page  3 


Page  83. — The  statement,  (the  DRA  willl  "continue  to  cooperate 
in  surveys  to  determine  the  extent  or  existence  of  threatened, 
endangered,  or  sensitive  species"  is  crucial.  It  aight  be  modiflAd 
slightly  to  note  that  opportunities  for  external  cost-sharing  will 
be  sought  and  taken.  The  Bureau  needs  to  expand  its  capabilities 
in  this  regard,  as  exemplified  by  the  lack  of  monitoring  of  the 
dwarf  bear-poppy  at  its  smaller  and  less -densely-populated 
occurrences . 

Pages  85-91. — The  side-by-side  comparison  in  terms  of 
management  determinations  affecting  diversity  convincingly  shows 
the  superiority  of  "C" .  We  did  not  find  any  instance  wherein  a 
predicted  consequence  from  another  alternative  was  preferable  to 
that  associated  with  the  Preferred  one. 

Pages  193-194. — We  endorse  the  rationales  provided  here  for 
adopting  "C".  We  especially  like  (2.)  "...all  Important  resource 
values  in  public  ownership. ..";  (3-)  '...100, 800  acres  of 
ACECs . . .  " ,  and  (11.)  "[the]  commitment  to  long-term  management  of 
27,000  acres  of  dif f icult-to-manage  property  near  and  within  city 
limits...".  The  Conservancy's  Public  Lands  Program  intends  to 
assist  with  all  three  commitments. 

Furthermore,  we  agree  (page  194)  that  disposal  of  some  9,000 
acres  'would  be  more  than  compensated  with  cumulative  acquisition 
of  [about  39,000  acres]".  Here  again,  the  Great  Basin  Field  Office 
is  prepared  to  facilitate  transfers,  and  has  the  capability 
(through  the  Utah  Heritage  Program)  of  confirming  that  disposal 
parcels  do  not  have  high-ranked  biotic  resources.  The  Conservancy 
will  respect  Alternative  "C",  for  instance  by  first  referring 
prospectively  willing  sellers  to  the  District  Office  for 
consultation  with  you,  the  Area  Manager,  and  the  realty  specialist. 

Pages  202-203. — We  are  especially  pleased  to  see  our  original  ACEC 
nomination  for  the  WDSA  carried  forth  and  enlarged  under  "C.  We 
would  point  out,  though,  that  other  places  with  similarly  high 
values  will  require  equivalent  documentation.  When  we  proposed 
this ,  manpower  was  too  scarce,  and  overall  information  too 
incomplete,  to  permit  us  to  make  the  additional,  detailed 
nominations  that  the  Bureau  has  listed.  The  inclusion  of  City 
Creek  on  the  list  is  commendable,  and  should  Paradise  Canyon  be 
added  (both  for  tortoise)? 
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Mr.  David  Brine 
Dixie  Resource  Area 
January  18,  1990 
Page  4 


Otherwise,  we  concur  with  the  master  list  of  ACEC  nominations 
in  this  Appendix  table,  but  we  urge  that  Fort  Pearce  Wash  and  Santa 
Clara  Butte  be  included.  The  former  is  an  important,  vulnerable 
riparian  area  harboring  the  spotted  bat.  The  latter  is  probably 
the  most  remote  and  least  disturbed  of  the  bear-poppy  localities. 
The  draft  RMP  and  DEIS  hardly  mention  it,  however. 

We  strongly  urge  that  BLM  acquire  one  full  State  section  and 
one  partial  section  (extending  into  Arizona):  section  36,  T42S, 
R20W;  and  section  32,  T43S,  R19W.  These  are  vitally  positioned 
astride  Beaver  Dam  Wash,  and  their  acqusition  would  complement  our 
broad  purposes  in  the  corridor  containing  the  Lytle  Ranch  preserve. 

The  ongoing  ORV  trespass  at  Red  Bluff  tends  to  contradict  the 
statement  that  "the  Webb  Hill  T6E  plant  population  [is]  already 
protected  by  ORV  closure".  Also,  BLM  may  be  criticized  for 
implying  that  the  future  of  the  poppy  is  just  tied  to,  and  can  be 
secured  by,  ACEC  status  for  Red  Bluff  and  Warner  Ridge.  ACEC 
designation  is  only  a  framework,  albeit  a  vital  one,  for  effective 
on-the-ground  measures  that  are  part  of  RMP  implementation. 
Evidently  closures  alone  have  not  worked,  and  ACEC's  without 
implementation  would  likely  be  only  partly  effective,  as  well. 

We  emphatically  support  (a)  an  ACEC,  as  outlined  under  "C", 
for  Red  Bluff  and  Warner  Ridge;  (b)  expanded,  enforced  ORV  closures 
there;  (c)  in-depth  analysis  and  possible  construction  of  fences; 
and  (d)  acquisition  of  the  two  adjacent  state  sections.  The 
Conservancy  is  ready  to  assist  with  these  actions,  especially  fence 
planning  plus  an  ACEC  activity  plan  in  1991  or  1992. 

The  1985  Recovery  Plan  for  the  poppy  expresses  the  need  for 
a  section  of  fence  at  Warner  Ridge,  and  the  final  RMP  should 
reiterate  this.  (The  recovery  plan  should  also  be  cited  in  the 
■References-.  One  reason  is  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's 
discussion  provides  a  broader  and  more  evocative  description  of  the 
Moenkopi  landtype  than  is  found  anywhere  in  the  draft  RMP). 

The  poppy  situation  bespeaks  the  need  for  an  exchange  plan 
involving  the  state.  The  thrust  should  be  acquisition  of  state 
parcels  juxtaposed  with  public  lands  planned  for  ACECs,  with  the 
goal  of  making  BLM  nearly  the  sole  owner  of  poppy  habitats.   Both 
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are  achievable  within  the  realty  activity  the  Preferred  Alternative 
specifies .  The  Conservancy  could  assist,  for  example  by 
participating  in  a  review  or  arbitration  panel,  and  in  other  ways 
mentioned  in  the  Division  of  State  Lands  and  Forestry's  1986  Dixie 
Management  Plan. 

We  have  a  few  changes  to  recommend  for  the  final  RMP,  arising 
from  minor  omissions  or  points  needing  clarification: 

1 .  We  support  no-surface-occupancy  restrictions  and  active 
protective  measures  (including  an  ORV  closure)  for  Fort  Pearce  Wash 
or  Springs.  The  draft  says  too  little  about  the  area  (for  excunple, 
it  doesn ' t  clearly  stand  out  in  the  appendix  table  of  nominated 
ACEC's),  and  it  deserves  more  attention. 

2.  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  can  be  of  several  types. 
One  that  is  especially  important  to  the  Conservancy  is  "Research 
Natural  Area" ,  or  RNA.  An  RNA  is  a  federally-administered  tract 
set  aside  to  typify  and  protect  minimally-disturbed  communities  for 
scientific  and  educational  purposes .  Most  RNA's  are  several 
hundred  acres  in  size,  which  is  much  less  than  some  of  the  ACEC's 
proposed.  New  RNA's  could  probably  be  nested  within  BLM's 
published  ACEC  nominations,  whether  those  are  for  TSE  species, 
wildlife  habitat,  or  natural  systems  values. 

We  believe  that  several  outstanding  RNA  candidates, 
contributing  to  a  regional  network,  could  be  found  and  documented 
within  the  Resource  Area.  A  very  incomplete  list ,  to  be 
supplemented  with  better  information  in  a  year  or  so,  would 

include: 

a .  Creosotebush/bursage,  with  its  full  fauna 1  complement 

including  desert  tortoise. 

b.  A  sample  of  the  Moenkopi  ecosystem,  well  described  in  the 

bear-poppy  Recovery  Plan.      However,  it  isn't  essential 
that  a  Research  Natural  Area  include  the  densest  poppy 
stands  nor  even  the  plant  at  all,  if  no  undisturbed 
site  with  it  can  be  located. 

c.  Riparian  subtypes,  especially  those  not  already  within 

the  Lytle  Ranch  preserve,  and  associated  stream  life. 

We  would  like  to  see  language  under  the  selected  Alternative 
that  enables  maximum  opportunity  for  proposing  new  RNA's,  whether 
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within  ACEC  candidates  or  elsewhere.  Any  such  areas  would  have  to 
be  proposed  as  ACEC's.  They  will  also  require  more  documentation, 
such  as  an  RMP  amendment  and  an  activity  plan.  The  point  is  that 
Alternative  C  affords  the  greatest  opportunity  for  such  selections, 
which  would  mainly  correspond  to  the  'resource  value'  type  of 
'natural  systems'  or  'fish  and  wildlife'  (pages  202-203). 

Elsewhere  on  the  Cedar  City  and  other  Districts,  the  need  for 
ACEC  or  ACEC/RNA  activity  plans  has  been  an  opportunity  for  cost- 
sharing  between  the  Conservancy  and  the  Utah  State  Office.  We 
would  like  to  keep  this  arrangement  in  nind  for  the  24  months  after 
the  Plan  is  approved  ('ACEC's',  page  234).  The  Field  Office  has 
already  pledged  several  thousand  dollars  of  internal  grant  money 
to  support  a  stewardship  guide  and  expanded  monitoring  for  the 
poppy.  Thus,  a  precedent  exists  for  making  private  protection  and 
stewardship  dollars  available  to  extend  BLM's  capabilities. 

We  suggest  that  BLM  carefully  consider  funding  a  full-time 
botanist  position  for  the  Resource  Area.  Reasons  include  the 
number  of  TES  species,  the  uniqueness  of  the  vegetation  to  Utah, 
and  the  severity  and  variety  of  impacts  on  the  flora.  There  has 
long  been  a  need  for  a  full-time  person  in  southwestern  Utah.  He 
or  she  could  administer  and  assist  with  ORV  and  other  closures, 
continue  monitoring  begun  by  academics,  provide  liaison  with 
universities  and  the  Utah  Natural  Heritage  Program,  and  coordinate 
interagency  efforts  on  recovery  plans .  Because  the  Bureau  Is 
the  major  land  manager  in  Washington  County,  it  should  take  the 
lead  in  creating  the  position.  The  incumbent's  salary  and  services 
could  be  supplemented  and  utilized  by  other  interests. 

We  look  forward  to  hearing  that  "C"  has  been  selected  with  the 
above  suggestions  and  other  small  refinements  included.  Thank  you 
for  your  excellent  %fork  and  previous  opportunities  to  consult  and 
work  with  you. 


RESPONSE 

68.1  Paradise  Canyon  has  no  BLM  land. 

68.2  See  Response  24.1 . 


68.3        Fencing  was  Identified  In  the  HHP  as  a  management  option  to  protect 
the  Dwarf  bear  poppy. 


Sincerely  yours. 


,  /w-Z/t  / 


Chris  Montague 
Assistant  Director 


Nicholas  Van  Pelt 

Utah  Public  Lands  Coordinator 
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NATIVE  ECOSYSTEMS 
13795  N  Como  Dnve 
Tucson.  Arizona  85741 
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Mr.  David  Brine 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Dixie  Resource  Area 

225  North  Bluff  St . 

St.  George,  Utah  84770 

Dear  Mr.  Brine: 

As  a  wildlife  consultant  for  Native  Ecosystems,  I  am  writing  to 
comment  on  the  Draft  Dixie  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  behalf  of  the  Humane  Society  of 
the  United  States  and  Defenders  of  Wildlife.  The  following 
comments  do  not  preclude  any  other  comments  that  either  of  the 
above  organizations   may   choose    to   submit    on    the   above    RMP/EIS. 

In  general  terms,  we  prefer  Alternative  C,  which  is  also  BLM's 
Preferred  Alternative.  We  are  particularly  supportive  of  the  new 
ACEC  designations  that  would  benefit  the  desert  tortoise  and 
other  native  wildlife  species.  We  also  appreciate  the  BLM 
commitment  to  n  on -disposal  of  ail  but  a  small  fraction  of  the 
public    lands   which    it    administers. 

With  respect  to  the  proposed  ORV  designations,  we  find  them  to  be 
inadequate  for  all  Alternatives.  We  were  unable  to  find  a  map  of 
the  ORV  designations  for  Alternative  C.  We  preferred  the 
additional  choice  of  "limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails"  of 
Alternative  A,  but  were  disappointed  at  the  small  number  of  areas 
with  limitations  on  ORV  use.  We  would  much  prefer  that 
Alternative  C  add  the  above  additional  choice,  and  that  all  ORV 
use  be  confined  to  designated  roads  and  trails.  Merely  confining 
ORV  use  to  "exist ing"  roads  and  trails  is  insufficient,  since  it 
takes  so  little  use  to  create  a  road  or  trail  in  these  arid 
lands . 

The  area  of  the  Draft  Dixie  RMP/EIS  in  which  we  are  most 
disappointed  is  the  treatment  of  livestock  grazing,  particularly 
as  related  to  the  desert  tortoise.  By  decl ining  to  "...readdress 
issues  or  re-evaluate  resource  data  or  impacts  covered  in  the  Hot 
Desert  EIS  19/27/78)  "(p.  B) ,  the  RMP  fails  completely  to  address 
the   current    status   of    the  desert    tortoise    issue. 

Since  the  publ i cat  ion  of  the  Final  Hot  Desert  Graz  ing  EIS  nearly 
12    years   ago,    the    following   changes    have   occurred: 

1)  The  Threatened  desert  tortoise  population  on  the  Beaver  Dam 
Slope  has  declined  by  more  than  50  percent,  prior  to  Che  onset 
of    Che   respiratory  disease   syndrome. 

2)  The  BLM  has  officially  adopted  a  national  desert  tortoise 
policy,  entitled  Desert  Tortoise  Habi  tat  Management  on  the 
Public   Lands  ^  h.  Rangewide   Plan    (1988)  . 
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3}  The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Se;vace  piopooed,  on  Octube;  13, 
1989,  that  the  Beaver  Dam  SI  ope  tortoise  population  be 
upgraded  to  Endangered.  This  proposal  amount.-,  to  a  df  fdctu 
recogni  t  ion  that  BLM's  management  of  the  Si  ope  populat ion  has 
been    a    f ai lure. 

At  the  :.ame  time  that  the  Draft  Dixie  RMP/LiS  refuse;,  to 
recognize  the  many  negative  changes  that  have  occui^ed  with  the 
status  of  tlie  desei  t  toitoise  population  on  the  Beavei.  Dai.i  Slope, 
the  Draft  also  fails  to  tell  us  of  the  lack  of  cnanges  cnat  might 
have  benefitted  the  tortoise  popuiat.on  on  the  Slope. 
Speci  f icaliy,  the  Hot  Desert  FIS  stated  Chat  "...bush  muhJy  only 
made  up  about  one  percent  of  the  (plant)  composition..."  on  the 
Beaver  Dam  Slope.  Today,  moie  Chan  12  years  later,  the 
percentage  of  this  critical  desert  tuiCoise  forage  plane  remains 
the    same. 

Concerning  the  desert  torCoise  population  in  1978,  the  Hot  Desert 
EIS  stated  that  tortoise  numbers  are  "...at  an  all-time  low  at 
only  350  native  animals..."  Today,  less  than  half  that  number 
lemain . 

The  1978  EIS  was  notable  fox  its  frankness  concerning  the 
impacts  of  livestock  grazing  on  desert  tortoise  populations. 
Grazing  was  implicated  as  causing  Dhigher  differential  mortality 
for  females,  2)a  population  shift  toward  a  di  spropor t  ionate 
number  of  older  individuals  and  very  few  young,  and  3) tortoises 
being   forced   to  eat   exotic  plants   that  may  not   meet    their  needs. 

While  the  above  EIS  was  frank  about  the  role  of  grazing  in  the 
tortoise  decline,  few  grazing  changes  were  made.  On  p.  5-7  of 
the  Hot  Desert  EIS,  it  was  predicted  that  the  planned  livestock 
management  would  cause  a  "...decline  in  5,120  acres  of  desert 
tortoise  habitat  outside  the  Woodbury  Desei t  Study  Area..."  and 
Chat  "...adverse  impacts  on  the  remaining  250  Co  300  coicoises 
would    be    unavoidable." 

Given  the  recent  BLM  commiCmenC  to  the  desert  tortoise  in  its 
1988  Rangewide  Plan,  and  the  1989  proposed  listing  package  by  Che 
USFWS,  we  do  not  understand  how  the  preparers  of  the  Draft  Dixie 
RMP/EIS  can  possibly  fail  to  re-visit  Che  enCire  question  of 
livestock  grazing  and  its  impacts  on  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope 
CorCoise  populaCion.  There  is  absoluCely  no  indication  ChaC  Che 
currenC  grazing  managemenC  is  appropriace,  and  much  to  indicate 
that  livestock  grazing  continues  to  be  the  chief  reason  for  the 
conCinued    decline    in    a    population    1 isced    for   a    full    decade. 

In  dismal  conCrasC  co  BLM's  continued  lack  of  on-Che-ground 
commiCmenC  Co  Che  survival  of  the  desert  tortoise,  Che  agency 
remains  resolutely  supportive  of  the  114  grazing  permittees  on 
the  Dixie  Resource  Area.  Paying  an  average  of  11.8  cents  per 
acre  per  year,  with  an  annual  income  from  grazing  of  less  than 
$440  per  permittee,  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  admits  that  "...most 
livestock  operators  are  marginal..."  and  that  "...nearly  all 
permittees    have   other    sources    of    income."      The    RMP    then    says    that 
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these  figures  are  unimportant,  as  compared  to  the  cultural  and 
traditional  values  of  the  livestock  lifestyle,  and  that 
"...decisions  which  impact  the  grazing  programs  must  take  into 
consideration  these  social  values ." (p.  68 ,  RMP) 

It  can  legitimately  be  argued  that  the  above  "social  values"  have 
received  far  more  than  mere  "consideration"  from  the  BLM  over  the 
years.  Indeed,  such  concerns  have  largely  driven  the  grazing 
management  decisions  of  the  BLM,  and  the  desert  tortoise  and 
other  native  wildlife  have  paid  the  price.  To  continue  such 
favoritism  in  defiance  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management 
Act,  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  and  the  Rangewide  Plan  makes  a 
mockery  of  the  BLM  as  a  national  land  management  agency,  and  is 
clear  grounds  for  future  litigation. 

We  urge  that  the  Final  Dixie  RMP/EIS  be  expanded  to  include  a  new 
section  on  specific  grazing  management  plans  that  will  aid  the 
recovery  of  the  desert  tortoise.  We  ask  for  a  clear  commitment 
to  recovery  of  native  perennial  grasses,  as  required  by  the  1988 
Rangewide  Plan  of  the  BLM. 

We  also  request  that  the  wording  be  changed  to  remove  the  very 
special  status  accorded  to  the  114  grazing  permittees  who  now 
dominate  the  Dixie  Resource  Area.  Their  right  to  continue  their 
lifestyle  is  no  more  important  than  any  other  segment  of  the 
American  people  who  expect  so  many  things  from  their  public 
lands.  As  things  now  stand,  these  marginal  grazing  operators  are 
contributing  to  far  too  many  other  marginal  situations,  chief 
among  which  is  the  future  survival  of  the  desert  tortoise. 

Sincerely, 


Steve   Johnson 
Wildlife  Consultant 
Native   Ecosystems 


Humane   Society   of    the    United    States 

Defenders   of    Wildlife 

Natural   Resources  Defense  Council 

Environmental    Defense    Fund 

Sierra    Club   Legal    Defense    Fund 

Desert   Tortoise   Council 

Othei    interested   parties 


69.1  The  "limited"  OHV  designation  provides  management  flexibility  to  close 
Inappropriate  roads  and  trials.     This  category  also  allows  development 
of  new  roads  and  trails,   restrictions  on  the  types  of  vehicles  used, 
and  seasons  of  use,   and  other  management  options.     For  these  reasons 
the  "limited  to  existing  roads  and  trails"  designation  In  the  ORMP  was 
modified  to  "limited"   In  the  Proposed  Plan.     See  Response  34.3. 

69.2  See  Response  47.1 . 

69.3  See  Response  101 .27. 

69.4  The  U.S.   Fish  dnd  Hlldllfe  Service  Is   In  the  process  of  establishing  a 
recovery  tear-i  fo^  the  desert  tortoise.     The  recommendations  outlined 
in  the  final    recovery  plan  will   be  Implemented  as  appropriate  In  the 
Dixie  Resource  Area. 
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RESPONSE 

70.1         See  Response  97.8. 


RESKMSE 

71.1        St*  Response  69.1. 
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Phillip  fC  Biinstein 

P.O.  Box  301 

Springdak.  Utah  84767 

(801)772-3388 


January   23.    1990 


mmamm 


Mr.  David  Brine 
BLM  -  Dixie  Resource  Area 
225  North  Bluff  Street 
St.  George,  Utah  84770 

Dear  Mr.  Brine: 

First  of  all,  I'd  like  to  compliment  you  and  the  BLM  for,  1) 
writing  an  exceptionally  clear  and  thorough  Resource  Management 
Plan,  and  2)  for  managing  the  lands  in  our  area  with  a  distinct 
and  practiced  eye  for  their  unparalleled  and  priceless  scenic 
value. 

I  moved  here  from  Chicago  via  California  one  year  ago,  after 
having  vacationed  in  southern  Utah  several  times  over  the  past 
twelve  years.   Perhaps  I  was  one  of  the  visitors  quoted  by  Dan 
Jones  and  Associates  on  page  71  of  your  Draft  Plan,  as  I  was 
certainly  "impressed  with  Utah's  scenery."   I  can  personally 
attest  that  the  scenery  is  a  "primary  reason"  for  my  buying  a  home 
and  moving  here. 

My  home  is  in  Springdale,  nearly  surrounded  by  Zion  National 
Park.  I  caa  see  Eagles'  Crags  and  Canaan  Mountain  from  my  living 
room.  I  love  and  respect  this  warm  red  rocky  land.  And  although 
my  home  is  built  on  a  "view  lot"  with  high  "monetary  value"  (Boos 
1987) ,  I  would  not  sell  it  for  any  amount  of  money,  as  what  I  gain 
from  these  lands  is  more  than  anything  money  can  buy. 

However  I  do  agree  with  your  assessment  of  the  monetary  value 
of  the  view,  and  believe  this  will  rise  further  in  the  next  decade 
as  more  people  move  from  overpriced,  overcrowded,  crime- ridden, 
and  polluted  areas  such  as  Los  Angeles,  and  discover  the 
spectacular  scenery  and  clean  air  of  Dixie  (recently  The  Daily 
Spectrum  carried  an  article  about  three  families  moving  their 
business  from  Canoga  Park,  California,  to  St.  George,  for  exactly 
these  reasons) . 

With  this  in  mind,  I  feel  you  cannot  possibly  overstate  the 
case  when  you  place  "scenic  values"  or  "visual  resources"  at  the 
top  of  your  concerns,  deserving  of  the  highest  degree  of 
protection.   Therefore  I  urge  you  to  make  Alternative  C  the  final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement . 
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I  believe  this  will  help  maintain  Dixie  as  a  target  area  for 
millions  of  tourists  from  all  over  the  world,  enrich  the  lives  of 
we  who  live  here,  and  continue  to  Induce  people  such  as  myself  to 
move  here,  contributing  to  the  long  range  economic  growth  of  our 
community . 

In  addition  to  adopting  Alternative  C,  I  hope  that  the  BLM 
will  keep  control  of  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern,  and 
not  turn  them  over  to  third  parties.   I  hope  you  will  continue  and 
extend  your  Class  I  &  II  VRM  classes,  especially  subordinating  any 
changes  to  the  "visual  strength  of  the  existing  character."   I 
strongly  encourage  any  and  all  ORV  bans  or  proscriptions,  as  I 
believe  they  damage  the  landscape  and  significantly  diminish  the 
"scenic  value"  of  Dixie.   I  support  all  of  the  state  land 
acquisitions,  but  suggest  you  go  even  further  and  include  the 
state  landB  from  the  Black  Ridge  and  Beaver  Dam  Slope  areas  in 
your  acquisitions.   I  urge  you  not  to  dispose  of  any  of  your  land 
in  the  Dixie  Resource  Area,  as  I  believe  it  will  be  better  managed 
(and  protected)  in  your  hands. 

With  respect  to  my  "backyard, "  there  is  an  area  above 
Rockville  which  is  blocked  on  your  map  'C  in  dark  green  (Oil  & 
Gas  Category  2) .   I  strongly  oppose  any  exploration  or  other 
activity  in  that  area.   I  frequently  hike  up  there  and  I  know  many 
residents  of  this  area  do  the  same.   It  would  not  only  ruin  that 
experience,  but  it  would  significantly  diminish  the  value  of  many 
present  and  future  "view  lots"  in  the  town  of  Rockville. 

I  also  urge  the  most  prescriptive  protection  of  the  scenic 
values  and  wildlife  of  Canaan  Mountain,  Eagles'  Crags,  and  the 
Watchman,  all  of  which  are  unique,  spectacular,  and  Invaluable, 
are  enjoyed  regularly  by  resident  and  tourist  alike,  and  are 
deserving  of  our  utmost  care. 

I  thank  you  for  reading  my  comments.   May  I  suggest  they 
represent  the  viewpoint  of  many  who  have  moved  here  recently,  and 
will  continue  to  move  here,  contributing  appreciably  to  the  growth 
of  the  area.   As  the  influx  increases,  I  believe  there  will  be  a 
proportional  Increase  in  the  number  of  people  who  share  my  view, 
as  their  values  and  "investment"  in  Dixie  will  dictate  a  careful 
protection  of  the  scenic  environment  that  brought  them  here  in  the 
first  place. 


Please  adopt  Alternative  C,  and  send 
EIS  when  it  is  prepared. 


Sincerely  yours. 


a  copy  of  the  final 


COMMENT   LETTER   #73 

■  ":.W  OF  LAUD  Mrth#tot.i '  ■■' 

•JAN  2  .13d.. 


'i.)0|U|l2|li2v 


7224  Poss  Rd. 

San  Antonio,  TX  78240 

1/21/90 


I  have  recently  received  a  copy  of  the  "Dixie  Resource  Mgmt.  Plan  &  EIS",  draft, 
&  wish  to  provide  you  with  the  following  items  of  consideration. 

1.  While  I  live  in  So.  Texas,  I  am  a  frequent  visitor  to  the  area,  having  once 
been  engaged  to  a  lady  from  St.  George.  My  interests  there  have  been  prlitarily 
recreational,  although  I  am  somewhat  of  an  amateur  geologist  &  an  aniiral  rights 
activist.  Professionally,  I  am  an  educator  &  media  consultant  &  a  retired 
military  offioer.  I  have  a  de^  affection  for  the  whole  State  of  Utah,  &  hope 
to  move  there  or  to  Wyoming  in  the  next  two  or  three  years. 

2.  I  have  met  recently  in  San  Antonio  with  Dale  Robertson,  Head  of  the  USFVJS, 
Manual  Lujan  of  Interior,  &  Cy  Jamison  of  BLH.  with  regard  to  public  lands,  I 
have  a  lot  of  reason  to  be  concerned  for  us  all. 

3.  The  Beaver  Dam  Mtns. /Slope/Wash  area.  I  would  like  to  advocate  that*^  be 
restricted  frcm  mineral  entry;  that  BI/!  acquire  the  state  land  "sections"  on  the 
E.  slope  of  Black  Ridge  as  well  as  those  in  the  BDS  area;  that  the  proposed 
"power  corridor"  is  without  merit  at  this  time;  &  that  all  BDS  areas  proposed  to 
be  "wilderness"  as  per  HB1500,  be  so  disignated. 

4.  No  land  within  the  Resource  area  should  be  disposed  of  by  BIM. 

5.  OTVs(ATVs)  should  be  eliminated  frcm  access  wherever  possible,  or  at  least 
severely  restricted  &  policed  to  remain  on  ^ipropriate  maintained  jeep  trails. 
This  should  especially  include:  motorcycles,  as  well  as  3  &  4  wheel  ORVs. 

6.  Protect  &  preserve  riparian  areas  which  are  limited  at  best  in  the  regicai, 
rather  than  endanger  them  with  any  mineral  exploitaticai.  Chaining  should  also 
be  eliminated  as  a  practice  that  is  without  merit  &  severely  daneging  to 
many  (mini)  ecosystems. 

7.  If  a  cdK>ioe  must  be  made,  I  would  request  that  Alternative  C  be  ijiplemented. 

8.  Relative  to  Alt.  C,  vrfiy  haven't  mgmt.  committments  already  been  made  to 
protect  sensitive  species  habitats?  No  interstate  utility  corridors  need  be 
designated.  Mgmt.  of  T&E  species,  riparian  habitat,  &  wildlife  habitat,  should 
not  be  developed,  or  at  best  k^t  minimal  on  the  concept  that  nature  can  best 
manage  itself  &  man's  intervention  (management?)  will  cxily  screw  things  up  as  it 
has  so  often  in  the  past. 

Hiank  you  for  your  attention  to  my  views,  &  please  keep  me  advised  of  further 
developments.  Are  new  resource  plans  in  the  works  for  any  areas  around:  the 
Wasatchs,  Hoab,  I^ke  Powell  in  the  Bullfrog  area  or  the  Escalante,  or 
Canyonlands,  all  areas  of  more  than  passing  acqu£djitance. 


RESPONSE 


See  Response  to  Letters  #12  and  #13 


wait  Farmer 
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Sm  RMponn  to  lamn  #12  avJ  #13. 
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503  E.  Medlock  Dr. 
Phoenix,  Arizona   8  5012 
January  22,  1990 

David  Brine 

BLM-Dixie  Resource  Area 

225  N.  Bluff  St. 

St.  George,  Utah   84470 

Dear  Mr.  Brine: 

I  applaud  the  BLM  recommendation  to  choose  Alternative  C  for 
managing  BLM  lands  in  the  Dixie  Resource  Area. 

I  recommend  a  strong  stand  in  ensuring  the  protection  of  riparian 
resources  (water,  wildlife,  archeology  and  recreation) .  The 
declaration  of  ACEC  s  in  these  areas  would  definitely  help  in 
their  protection.  The  BLM  should  push  for  Wild  and  Scenic  study 
and  designation  on  all  suitable  river  segments.  Can  you  ask  that 
HR  1500  include  the  appropriate  language  to  protect  these  areas? 
Please  ensure  no  ORV  use  within  and  along  the  riparian  corridors. 
Please  protect  the  riparian  areas  from  the  damage  caused  by 
mining  and  sand  and  gravel  operations. 

Water  rights  should  be  sought  and  defended  not  only  for 
livestock,  wildlife,  and  recreation  (page  11) ,  but  also  for 
preservation  of  the  rivers,  streams,  and  washes.  Groundwater 
pumping  and  other  water  diversions  and  impoundments  should  not  be 
permitted  to  de-water  the  springs  in  the  area,  the  intermittent 
flows  of  washes,  or  the  perennial  flows  of  the  rivers. 

All  areas  in  HR  1500  being  considered  for  wilderness  designation 
should  be  fully  protected  as  ACEC's  at  least  until  resolution  of 
the  bill. 

Again,  I  complement  you  and  your  staff  on  this  well  done  draft 
RMP-EIS. 


Sincerely, 


;  t^^-f^  J/   rU-f^C^ 


Timothy  J.    Flood  '"fEAU Of  L>ilD_lfWWjlTllW' 

BaEIGOKMB 

JAN2  41930 


The  ACEC  prescriptions  are  not  Intended  to  substitute  for  the  Interim 
management  protection  afforded  HSAs  under  Section  603,  FLPHA.  BLM 
applies  Interim  protection  to  study  areas  that  qualify  under  the 
review  provisions  of  Section  603.  FLPHA. 
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Mr.    Da"iH    Br-ne 

BlvM  -  Dixie  Resource  Area 

Z25  N.    Bluff  St. 

St.  George.  Utah  84770 

Dear  Mr.  Brine: 
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As  a  frequent  vacationer  in  Utah  I  encouraRe  preservation 
of  the  great  envi romental  values  of  the  Dixie  Resource 
Area  and  encourage  the  adoption  of  alternative  C.  the 
maintenance  of  BLM  contol  over  ACEC.  the  closure  of  the 
area  to  off-road  vehicles  and  mining '(espec ially  in 
riparian  areas)  and  the  designation  of  the  Beaver  Dam 
Slope  area  as  wilderness.   Thank  you. 

Sincerely  yours,    , ^^' 

Dr.  Jonathan  R.  Dull 

62A  Orange  St..  NewHfU'en.  CT 


RESPONSE 

See  Response  to  Letters  #12  and  #13 
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Mr  David  Brine 

BLM  -  Diae  Resource  Area 

225  N  Blutt  St 

St  George,  UT    64770 

Dear  Mr  Brme, 

I  have  been  following  tor  some  time  the  development  of  the  Dine  Resource 
Man:igpm°nt  PI?n  and  v/ould  like  to  comment  upon  the  draft  copy  recently 
issued 

Overall  1  would  like  to  voice  my  support  for  Alternative  C    Though  1  have 
not  travelled  everywhere  in  (he  lesvui'.';  area  1  have  hiked,  skied, 
tackpacked  and  driven  through  much  of  it  over  the  past  20  years    I  am 
concerned  with  Uie  preservation  of  the  land  under  the  BLM  s  |urisdiCtion  in 
tt^  natural  state 

I  ?i)pp'>rt  ORV  --lAsiires,  acquisition  of  state  lands  within  the  area  and 
retaining  all  BLM  lands,  the  specific  protection  of  the  rare  and  all-important 
riparian  habitat.s,  no  more  mineral  exploration  or  extraction  than  the  current 
level  and  a  close  watch  on  the  ACEC's  on  an  ongoing  basis 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  my  concerns 

Sincerely, 


J   Buickerood 
Box  6S 1 
Durango,  CO  61302 


COMMENT   LETTER  #78 


QUIVIRA  RESEARCH  CENTER 


uiDUQUBrqus  Nsw  msiilu  sj  iu; 

IbUbl  iU  i)Vf, 


January   23,    1990 


'>«illAl,8,V.-^ 


78.1 


78.2 


78.3 


Mr.  David  Brine 
BLM  -  Dixie  Resource  Area 
225  North  Bluff  Street 
St.  George,  Utah  84770 

Dear  Mr.  Brine: 

I  have  reviewed  the  draft  Dixie  RMP  and  EIS  and  have  the 
following  comnents : 

1.  Alternative  C  is  far  preferable  to  either  of  the 
other  alternativea . 

2.  As  the  document  recognizes,  the  Dixie  RA  contains 
many  significant  prehistoric  Paiute  and  Anasazi  cultural 
resources.   The  threat  to  these  resources  is  already  severe  and 
will  increase  as  population  increases.   ACBC  designation  should 
be  expanded  to  include  all  riparian  areas  to  allow  protection  of 
these  resources . 

3.  In  addition  to  developing  public  interpretive  sites 
and  establishing  ACECs  for  protection  of  National  Register 
quality  sites,  BLM  should  initiate  education  programs  that  will 
explain  the  importance  of  preserving  historic  and  prehistoric 
resources  and  will  also  advise  the  public  of  penalties,  under 
ARPA,  etc.  that  await  looters.   Although  it  seems  impossible, 
many  people  are  still  unaware  that  collecting  and  looting  are 
illegal,  as  well  as  merely  unethical. 

4 .  Na  "■*  *°r  concessions ,  ORVs .  or  mineral  extraction 
should  be  allowed  in  the  ACECs. 

5.  BLM  should  acquire  the  state  land  sections  on  the 
Beaver  Dam  Slope  and  the  Black  Ridge,  in  addition  to  acquisition 
of  the  state  sections  recommended  in  Alternative  C.   No  BLM  land 
should  be  disposed  of . 

6 .  It  is  surprising  that  there  is  no  mention,  under 
the  socioeconomics  section  in  "Description  of  the  Affected 
Environment,"  p.  63,  of  the  presence  of  the  Shivwits  band  of 
Paiutes  (although  there  is  mention  of  this  community  elsewhere) . 
Aa  the  document  now  reads,  the  impression  is  given  that  the 
Mormon  settlers  moved  into  a  culturally  empty  territory. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  #79 


_-■   I  ■'•   Additionally,  some  consideration  of  Native  American 

"     cultural  concerns,  including  those  related  to  the  American  Indian 
]  Reliaious  Freedom  Act,  should  be  included. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Yours  truly, 

Carol    J.    Co>l*i< 
President 


THOMAS  C  PATTON 

CONSULTING  EXPLORATION  GEOLOGIST 

1035  HEMLOCK  CIRCLE  .  ST  GEOnGE.  WAH  U770- (B01ie7»nO 

FAX  (80))673-2?X 


January  24,  1990 


78.1  See  Responses  12.1  jnd  13.2. 

78.2  See  Response  97.8. 

78.3  The  BLM  recognizes  the  presence  of  the  Shlvwlts  band  of  Palute  as  a 
factor  In  the  socloeconofflic  and  cultural  history  of  the  area. 

78.4  The  BLM  did  consider  Native  American  cultural  concerns  and  the  AIRFA 
during  development  of  the  Management  Situation  Analysis.  No  current 
management  problems  were  Identified  for  resolution  In  the  RMP.  The 
BLM  consults  periodically  with  the  Palutes  on  large  projects, 
excavations,  burials,  etc. 


mtmamm 

JAN2  ;  1990 

Hr.   David  Brine  '>.W|B|l|«t3,- Z  .- 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAtDHNr  S 

Dixie  Resource  Area 
225  North  Bluff  Street 
St.  George,  m    84770 

Dear  Mr.  Brine: 

I  have  reviewed  the  Resource  Management  Plan/EIS  which  describes  the  thrBe  (3)  pos- 
sible management  alternatives  for  the  public  lar»ls  in  the  Dixie  Resource  Area. 

I  ^'-l  I  1'^^^^J'^^   '^  ultUiately  chosen,  I  urge  that  the  public  land  in  T42S,  R14  and 
I  15W  (Washington  Done  area)  be  left  open  for  mining. 

Tlie  area  has  been  Impacted  In  the  past  by  a  Junk  yard  and  gravel  mine,  mis  usage, 
together  with  the  gypsum  and  precious  metal  potential,  is  a  strong  argiment  for 
leaving  the  area  open  for  mineral  exploration  and  mining,  regardless  of  the  Manage- 
ment Plan  which  is  finally  selected.  ^^ 


Sincerely, 

V  7~ 

ER.   T.C.    PATTCW 


c^0L- 


RESPONSE 

79.1    See  Response  81.1. 


COMMENT  LETTER  #80 


HERMAN C    SARKMANN 


60.1 


Jar 


1  '90 


mtieamtm 

JAN2  j199U 
(  r 


Mr.     David    Brine 

BLH    -    Di"ie    Resource    f\re3> 

225  North  Blott  St. 

St.  George,  Utah   =1770 

Dear  Mr.  &rin£? 

We  are  writinq  in  iSLipciort  ci-f  1  he  draft  ResoLirce  Management 
Plan/Environment  Impact  Statement  for  the  Dixie  Resource 
,'iroa.  We  while  living  in  New  Me>:  1  co  have  spent  much  time 
explorina  and  enjoying  the  Southern  LJtah  ar&a,     ^^'l  hope  that 
every  eff^ir*     -an  be  made  to  protect  that  qreat  &rep. 


Me 


upport  the  al t 


ative  C  as  the  best  o+  the  choices. 


It  i'.  imperative  that  we,  the  oublic,  and  BLM  protect  all  the 
areas  that  have  such  everlasting  bene-f  i  t  tor  critical 
envi  r  ontriGrr  tal  concern,  and  not  allow  short  term  encroachment 
for  mineral,  ORV  acces-i,  and  such.  The  Beaver  Dam  and  Bl  act 
Ridqe  are..i-  mL'st  be  protected,  and  the  riparian  srPB'^  with- 
drawn from  all  mineral  entry  w.t-^ther  hard  roci-,  f  1  >.i  i  d  or 
construction  material. 

Thank  vou  for  your  time  and  interest  in  this  area. 


RESFOMSE 

80.1         See  Response  12.1. 


81.1 


COMMENT   LETTER  #81 


Jan.    24,    1990 


,       JAN2^199u 
•■'•BriiiaiiiaiS-    ' 


Bureau  ol  Land  Management 
Dixie  Resource  Area 
225  North  Bluff  Street 
St.  George,  Utah    8U770 
Attni   Debbie  Pietrzak 


To  Whom  it  may  concern: 

'•/e  have  mining  claims  in  sections  2Q,30,  and  31  T,42S., 

F.lU'A".  in  'ashington  Co.,  Utah.   This  includes  the 

"Washington  Dome  area. 

"e  have  every  reason  to  believe  this  area  to  have  a 

high  potential  for  minerals  in  commercial  quantities. 

The  Dome  area  has  huge  outcrops  of  both  high  purity 

gypsum  and  gold  bearing  jasperoid.   Much  sampling  of 

both  types  of  deposits  have  been  made  by  major  mining 

companies  with  very  positive  results.   :«a3es  are  just 

being  dra-n  up  between  a  major  mining  company  and  us 

the  claim  holders. 

v;e  strongly  feel  that  removal  of  this  area  from  mineral 

entry  would  have  a  very  negative  financial  impact  on 

the  community  as  well  as  ourselves. 


'  '         ; 

■| 

1 

%-! 

W3 

'-.1 

' 



Yours  Very  Truly 


RESKaSE 

81.1         Hashlngton  OoM  wuld  not  be  withdrawn  fron  Blneral   entry. 


45 


COMMENT  LETTER  #82 


10  CaatlvMood  Dr 1 v« 
Plsasanton,  CA  94566 
January  22,  1990 

Mr.  David  Brine 
BLM  —  DiMi»  Resource  Area 
225  North  Blu^f  Street 
St.  George.  UT  84770 

Dear  Sir: 

Thie  im  in  reference  to  the  dra-ft  RMP/EIS  for    the  Dixie  Remource 
Area.   This  document  seems  to  be  a  quite  complete  and  conscientious 
piece  o+  work.    I  find  myself  in  general  agreement  with  it  and 
stron#fgly  support  the  choice  oi    alternative  C. 

I  think  that  the  colorful  desert  areas  o-f  Utah  and  adjacent 
states  constitute  the  most  beautiful  landscapes  in  the  United  States. 
I  believe  that  the  quality  of  this  environment,  both  when  viewed  from 
a  distance  and  when  walked  upon,  should  remain  unimpaired.    I 
therefore  ask  that  the  closest  attention  be  paid  to  avoiding  damage  by 
off  road  vehicles,  homesites,  and  mining  activity.    In  particular 
ACEC  s  should  remain  under  f ul 1  government  control  and  should  excl ude 
all  intrusive  activities.   Also,  they  should  include  all  the 
wilderness  areas  proposed  in  HR  1500. 

Sincerely, 


/ 


;^/W  if-     Bif-^-^ 


John  G.  Fletcher 


JftN2jl39u    ^ 

o.B,UiB|liai3i    ■  .-■ 
A 


RESPONSE 

See  Response  to  Letters  #12  and  #13. 


COMMENT  LETTER #13 


3 


j'&i-C/v         ^T-v^-t-^W.  V<:_-<^ 


r)    ^"^    ^ 


ix'c  zee.  -A.     O-'^'l^^' 


Ut  *i^j~^</r>      — 


■^ :        .^J-^-y^e^     *- J^  ,-c/c^ 


-i^^.^z.'^    Cnj^C'-^  ■■'■d-L-i:^     '  z-a-6.-ca/-i^    _^Jj-.w^< 


A 


RESPONSE 

Sot  nwponM  to  \Mfn  #12  ml  #13. 
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COMMENT  LETTER  #13 

RECCIVEOJAH2  5B90 
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^, 


^cc. 


^"t^le , 


^ 


ti. 


21Aii   ^..-Y"" 


-'i-  .i^_^a-j^-^  .y^---^-^^'-'^  ^  fi-i^w--,  ^i. 


><fc^- 


«L<_cr>*i^ 


■r 


M  --^^  --<i^4.  .^.^i  /i^_, :,., 


COMMENT  LETTER  #34 


January  22,   1990 

Mr.  David  Brine 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Dixie  Resource  Area 

225  N.  Bluff  Street 

St.  George,  UT  84770 

Dear  Mr.   Brine, 


P'TEAU  OF  LMB  HMMfiBKiK 

nEKaBMB 

JAN  2  J 199U 
I  r 

O.B|ll|B|l|S|3r".^ 


Thank  you  for  giving  me  the  opportunity  to  comntent  on  the  draft  Dixie  RMP. 
It  is  obvioua  that  a  lot  of  work  has  gone  into  preparing  this  document  and  it 
contains  many  good  ideas.  While  I  can  generally  support  Alternative  C,  there 
are  several  problems  with  the  RMP  that  need  to  be  addressed. 

1)  Lack  of  Alternatives: 

I  am  disappointed  that  only  three  alternatives  are  presented.  Since  Alterna- 
tive A  is  the  "No  Action"  alternative,  only  two  alternatives  explore  the  possi- 
ble management  options.  An  alternative  that  iBUrtalBfl  non-commodity  resource 
protection  should  have  been  Included.  Since  Alternative  C  la  generally  more 
restrictive  than  Alternative  B,  the  Impression  is  given  that  the  preferred 
alternative  provides  for  maximum  protection  of  non-commodity  values.   Unfor- 
tunately, this  is  a  very  misleading  impression.  Alternative  C  Includes  many 
compromises  that  are  not  obvious  because  of  the  lack  of  a  resource  protection 
alternative  for  comparison. 

2)  Cultural  Resource  Management: 

As  proposed  in  Alternative  C,  cultural  resource  management  leaves  a  lot  to  be 
desired.  Only  impacts  to  cultural  resources  by  authorised  management  actions 
are  discussed.   Unauthorised  impacts  to  cultural  resources  are  ignored.  The 
BLM  continues  to  pursue  a  inactive  strategy  Instead  of  a  proactive  strategy. 
On  p.48  is  the  statement:   "While  vandalism  Is  a  ma>or  and  ongoing  problem  In 
the  DRA,  no  formal  enforcement  program  exists  to  effectively  protlde  protec- 
tion from  vandalism."  There  is  no  discussion  of  the  need  to  take  adequate 
management  actions  to  protect  cultural  resources.  A  complete  range  of  possi- 
ble management  actions,  from  site  recording  to  the  excavation  of  impacted 
sites,  should  be  set  up.  These  actions  should  include  the  closing  of  areas  to 
ORV  use  and  Involving  the  local  population  In  helping  to  patrol  areas  with 
cultural  resource  protection  problems.   Baseline  information  on  individual  sites 
throughout  the  Resource  Area  should  be  developed  so  that  monitoring  can 
determine  where  vandalism  is  continuing  to  occur.  More  Intensive  management 
actions  can  then  be  implemented.   But,  by  not  having  a  specific  plan  of  action 
in  place  in  the  RMP  aa  is  now  the  case,  cultural  resource  values  will  continue 
to  deteriorate  while  the  BLM  does  nothing. 

On  p.46  is  the  statement:   "The  Anaaazi  sites  constitute  the  major  archaeologi- 
cal  resource  of  the  DRA.  Six  Anasazi  areas  that  include  BLM  lands  have  been 
identified."  However,  only  the  "Scuita  Clara- Land  hill"  ACEC  is  proposed  for 
listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  All  six  significant  archaeo- 
logical areas  should  be  nominated  to  the  National  Register  a*  Historic 
Oistricta. 


COMMENT  LETTER  #t4 


Aa  «  nininucD,  all  ACECs  that  contain  significant  cultural  resources  should 
include  the  stipulation  that  ORVs  are  restricted  to  desiiCnated  roads  and 
trails.  The  Little  Creek  Mountain  ACEC  designation  is  a  joke  since  the  entire 
area  is  open  to  ORVs  and  there  are  no  restrictions  at  all  on  the  ACEC.  How 
can  you  justify  this  position?  On  p.  177  is  the  stateinent:   "ACEC  designation  of 
Little  Creek  Mountain  would  recognize  the  importance  of  this  resource  and 
enhance  the  long-tern  research  potential  on  this  mesa-"  How?  By  designating 
an  ACEC  without  any  restrictions,  you  will  just  attract  iDore  vandals  to  the 
area.   In  the  long  term,  the  research  potential  will  greatly  decreaae  -  it  will 
not  be  "enhanced". 

I  was  unable  to  find  any  discussion  of,  or  timetable  for.  Cultural  Resource 
Management  Plans.  With  the  great  variety  of  cultural  resources  in  the  DRA, 
CRMPs  are  vital  management  tools.   In  addition  to  CRMPs,  a  comprehensive 
research  design  should  be  created  for  the  Resource  Area.  The  limited  BLM 
funds  could  then   be  focused  on  the  most  important  cultural  resource  prob- 
lems. 

3)  Off  Road  Vehicles: 

I  am  eictreiDely  disappointed  that  the  ORV  designations  do  not  include  the 
category:   "Limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails."   By  using  this  category  in 
sensitive  areas  (such  as  riparian  areas  and  areas  with  significant  cultural 
resources),  ORV  damage  could   be  reduced   by  closing  trails  that  impact  sensi- 
tive areaa.  The  category,  "Limited  to  ^jdfXJJifi  roads  and  trails",  does  not 
provide  the  management  flexibility  needed  to  close  roads  and  trails  that  have 
been  ntade  in  inappropriate  places. 

Why  are  the  Little  Creek  Mountains  open  to  ORVs?  The  "Semi- Primitive  - 
Motorized"  ROS  designation  should  require  the  area  to  be  limited  to  designat- 
ed roads  and  trails  so  that  the  character  of  the  area  does  no*  change.  This 
designation  is  also  needed  to  help  protect  cultural  resource  values. 

On  p.  76,  objective  5)  should  be  changed  to  read:   "The  ATV  "open"  areas 
should  be  limited  to  locations  wfagrg  there  wjH  \fs  Ulfi  least  environ  mental 
im pacta  and  the  least  environmental  conflicts."  As  the  "objective"  reads  now, 
ORV  "sacrifice"  areas  will  be  created.  There  is  no  reason  to  allow  ORVs  to 
destroy  any  part  of  the  DRA  just  so  they  can  have  some  place  to  play.  Once 
ORVs  have  started  to  make  major  impacts  on  a  area,  it  is  difficult  if  not 
impossible  to  stop  or  reverse  the  process.  Action  should   be  taken  in  the  RMP 
set  up  adequate  guidelines  to  protect  all  of  the  resources  of  the  Resource 
Area  from  ORV 


On  p.l3  is  the  statement:   "Gypsum  derived  soils  occurring  on  fans  and  rotUng 
and  broken  lands  are  generally  stable  ...  .  However,  once  disturbed,  these 
soils  will  produce  sediment  yields  greater  than  two  acre  feet/square 
mile/year.  Surface  disturbance  by  ORVs  is  occurring  in  the  Red  Bluff  area 
west  of  Bloomlngton  and  at  Warner  Ridge  east  of  Bloomlngton  Hills."  This  is 
another  example  of  the  need  to  have  a  "limited  to  ^jlo^ljlnat^j   roads  and 
trails"  ORV  category.   Without  this  designation,  sensitive  soil  areas  can  be 
protected  only  if  they  are  cloaed  to  ORVs.  Therefore,  all  areas  with  critical 
•oils  (Pig.  2-1)  should  have  ORV  restHcttons  that  limit  use  to  designated 
roads  and  traila. 
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7)  Utility  Corridors: 

The  one  odle  wide  utility  corridors  are  entirely  too  wide.  A  maximum  total 
width  of  less  than   1/4  mile  should   be  adequate.  There  is  no  reason  to  spread 
power  lines  and   pipelines  acroaa  a  one  siile  wide  area. 

8)  Visual  Resources: 

I  am  impressed  with  the  importance  that  the  draft  RMP  places  on  visual 
resources.  I  strongly  agree  with  the  decision  to  manage  inventory  rated  II 
and  III  areas  as  VRM  Class  II.  The  usual  practice  is  to  downgrade  the  claasl- 
flcation,  not  upgrade  It,  so  your  proposal  is  highly  commendable.  Would  it  be 
too  much  to  ask  that  you  sianage  inventory  rated  IV  areas  as  VRM  Class  III 
to  prevent  the  unnecessary  degradation  of  the  visual  resource  in  the  rest  of 
the  Resource  Area? 


I  hope  you  will  consider  the  above 
for  the  Dixie  Resource  Area. 


luggestions  for  inclusion  in  the  final  RMP 


tfen  Severance 
P.O.   Box  1015 
MonUcello,  UT  84535 


COMMENT  LETTER  #S4 


The  large  nap  for  Alternative  C'b  ORV  designation*  is  confusing.   It  implies 
that  the  existing  roads  and  trails  are  shown  for  those  areas  where  ORVs  are 
limited  to  existing  roads  and  trails.  However,  the  large  base  map  of  the  DRA 
shows  many  more  existing  roads  in  these  same  areas.  I  couldn't  find  any 
stetement  in  the  draft  RMP  concerning  this  discrepancy.   I   have  to  assume 
that  the  Alternative  C  ORV  map  does  not  show  all  of  the  existing  roads  or  the 
hundreds  of  miles  of  ORV  trails  that  exist  In  the  DRA.  What  is  the  schedule 
for  making  a  map  showing  the  "existing  roads  and  trails"? 

41  ACECs: 

The  proposed  ACECs  are  a  good  stert  in   recognizing  the  special  values  of  the 
ORA;  however,  some  of  the  stipulations  are  inadequate  to  protect  the  values  in 
those  areas.  Also,  the  Cedar  Pockete/BuUdog  Pass  area  should   be  made  an 
ACEC. 

A)  Santa  Clara-Gunlock  and  Sante  Clara-Landhill: 

ORVs  should   be  restricted  to  designated   roads  and  trails  to  allow  for 

the  closure  of  trails  that  impact  riparian  and  cultural  values. 

Bl  Little  Creek   Mountain: 

ORVs  should  be  restricted  to  designated  roads  and  trails. 

C)  Beaver  Dam  Slope: 

Change  the  ORV  restrictions  to  "limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails" 
as  proposed  in  Alternative  B  for  the  Desert  Woodbury  ACEC   proposal 
(p.  143). 

Dl  Cedar  Pockets/Bulldog  Pass: 

This  ACEC  nomination  should   have  been  included  In  the  RMP  proposals. 
On  p.202  is  the  ludicrous  statement:   "The  archaeology  in  this  area 
would  be  adequately  protected   by  a  designated   right-of-way  corridor 
which  provides  for  full  mitigation  should  any  sites  be  disturbed."  This 
is  true  of  uiz  authorized  land  disturbing  sctivlty  on  federal  lands.  So 
why  have  any  ACECs  for  cultural  resources?  The  purpose  of  an  ACBC 
designation  is  to  provide  protection  for  resource  values,  not  mitigate 
their  destruction.  I  strongly  object  to  the  exclusion  of  the  Cedar  Pock- 
ets/Bulldog  Pass  area  from  ACEC  designation. 

5)  Oil  and  Gas   Leasing: 

The  "No  Leasing"  stipulations  should  not  be  removed  from  those  areas  where 
they  now  exist.  The  statement  on  p.78,  "Exceptions  to  the  fluid  mineral  cate- 
gories resulting  from  this  plan  may  be  granted  ...",  shows  that  only  the  "No 
Leasing"  category  will  adequately  protect  those  areas  that  presently  have 
that  designation.  The  "NSO"  stipulation  Is  no  guarantee  of  surface  protection 
for  any  area. 

61  Mineral  Withdrawals: 

The  proposed  RMP  is  too  timid  in  proposing  mineral  withdrawals.  For  instance, 
sU  riparian  areas  along  with  threatened  and  endangered  species  hablUt  (both 
plant  and  animal  1  should   be  withdrawn  from  Diineral  entry. 


84.1  The  Utah  State  BLM  Resource  Manageaent  Planning  Guidance  (Manual 
1611.16)  states:   "...If  there  are  several  different  alternative  xays 
of  Managing  the  resources  other  than  the  standard  'protection*  and 
'production'   alternatives,  this  vould  be  the  preferable  way  of  doing 
alternatives."     The  alternatives  presented  In  the  RMP  were  designed  to 
be  viable,  laplenentable  and  realistic  choices  rather  than  artificial 
extremes  on  the  management  scale. 

84.2  In  addition  to  project  work,  BLM  archeologlsts  do  both  Inventory  and 
reconnaissance  »ork.     This  has  resulted  In  a  nearly  complete  Inventory 
of  the  virgin  River  system  (Federal  portion).     BLM  archeologlsts  have 
also  conducted  and  reported  on  both  major  and  small  scale  excavation 
projects.     Their  patrol   and  surveillance  work  Is  aided  by  a  District 
Law  Enforcement  Specialist.     A  great  number  of  sites  have  been 
damaged,  however,   the  bulk  of  this  damage  Is  20  to  50  years  old. 
Vandalism  Is  still  a  serious  problem  on  public  lands  and  the  BLM  Is 
actively  working  to  solve  It. 

84.3  The  8LM  currently  has  no  specific  plans  for  large  scale  nominations  to 
the  National  Register.     He  have  found  the  "eligible"  category  to  be 
sufficient  to  call  Section  106,  NHPA  procedures  Into  play,  as  well  as 
to  provide  full  and  adequate  site  protection. 

84.4  See  Response  S2.2. 

84.5  See  Response  84.2. 

84.6  See  Response  69.1. 


84.7 


Those  gypsum  derived  soils  which  are  most  vulnerable  to  soil  erosion 
would  be  protected  from  OHV  use  under  the  Proposed  Plan. 


84.8  See  Response  69.1. 

84.9  The  NSO  category  adequately  protects  the  landscape  from  surface 
disturbances  while  allowing  access  to  the  minerals.  Changes  In 
leasing  categories  would  be  made  through  the  plan  amendment  process. 


anagement  area 


84.10  Adequate  protection  Is  provided  by  special 
prescriptions. 

84.11  See  Response  52.10. 

84.12  DRA  landscapes  with  Class  IV  Relative  Values  are  generally  disturbed 
landscapes.  Class  III  objectives  to  partially  retain  the  existing 
character  would  be  Inappropriate  for  these  already  disturbed  and 
modified  landscapes. 
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Mr.  David  Brine 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Dixie  Resource  Area 
225  North  Bluff  Street 
St.  George.  UT  84770 

Dear  Mr.  Brine; 

The  Steering  Committee  of  the  Five  County  Association  of  Governments  has  reviewed 
the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and  EIS  for  the  Dixie  Resource  Area.  We 
congratulate  the  team  who  have  compiled  a  valuable  reference  source  which  will 
be  a  great  benefit  to  local   officials. 

Our  staff  has  reviewed  the  draft  Plan  with  you  and  pointed  out  a  number  of  typo- 
graphic and  structural  inaccuracies  which  have  been  acknowledged  by  BLH.  Our 
conments  wi  11  not  address  these  concerns  again.  He  trust  that  the  Final  Plan 
will   reflect  the  necessary  corrections. 

After  a  thorough  review  of  the  alternatives  set  forth  in  the  draft  Plan,  the 
Steering  Committee  of  the  Five  County  Association  of  Governments  has  determined 
that  a  modified  Alternative  B  is  the  most  appropriate  approach  for  managing 
BLH  lands  in  the  Dixie  Resource  Area.  The  rationale  for  this  determination 
fol lows. 

1.  PROVIDES  THE  HOST  POSITIVE  ENVIRONKNTAL  CONSEQUENCES 

Attached  please  find  a  summary  of  the  three  alternatives  set  forth  in  the  Draft 
Plan,  and  a  we : jhted  score  given  to  each  category.  The  results  show  that  Alter- 
native B  provides  the  most  positive  environmental  consequences.  The  NEPA  process 
is  designed  to  identify  the  affects  of  proposed  management  actions  on  all  sectors 
of  the  envi  ronment.  It  is  evident  that  Al ternati ve  B  addresses  recreation  and 
related  values  as  wel  1  as  the  preferred  al ternati ve,  while  also  providing  high 
positive  consequences   in   land  management. 

2.  ALLOWS  LOCAL  COtMINITIES  TO  ACCOIWODATE  EXPANSION 

Alternative  B  is  based  upon  the  future  needs  of  local  communities,  based  on 
scoping  interviews  wi  th  mayors  and  local  planning  interests.  This  alternative 
allows  BLM  to  consider  appropriate  land  exchanges  and  sales  which  will  acconmodate 
the  rapid  growth  in  the  area,  while  insuring  the  protection  of  important  resource 
values. 
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A  recent  draft  Instruction  memorandum  from  the  Utah  State  BLM  Director,  dated 
12/22/89.   states  that: 

"RMPs  or  plan  amendments  must  provide  for  and  consider  characteristics 
for  lands  suitable  for  exchange  to  non-Federal  ownership.  Examples  of 
these  characteristics  may  be; 

1.  Lands  that  have  been  identified  by  non-Bureau  entitles  and 
which  the  BLM  planning  proess  has  identified  as  not  being 
essential   to  long  term  BLM  management. 

2.  Lands  that  are  in  close  proximity  to  conmunlties  and/or  have 
potential   for  industrial   and/or  conriunity  development." 

Alternative  B  best  addresses  the  future  growth  needs  of  Washington  County,  as 
directed  by  the  BLM  State  Office. 

3.  HIERARCHY  OF  USES 

BLM  staff  has  indicated  that  the  draft  Alternative  map  legends  Indicate  a  "hier- 
archy" of  land  management  activities.  A  review  of  the  legends  for  each  alter- 
native shows  that  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  are  a  high  priority 
in  Alternative  C.  while  Land  Disposal  is  one  of  the  higher  priorities  in  Alter- 
native B. 

The  suntnary  of  environmental  consequences  indicates  that  important  resource 
values  are  protected  just  as  well  with  Alternative  B  as  in  Alternative  C. 
However,  Alternative  C  designates  more  lands  in  restrictive  categories  such 
as  ACEC's,  which  will  limit  the  multiple  uses  which  can  occur  on  those  lands. 
It  appears  that  in  terms  of  multiple  use  land  management.  Alternative  B  Is  the 
most  appropriate  choice. 

4.  MODIFICATIONS  ARE  NECESSARY 

No  document  or  plan  Is  perfect.  He  recognize  the  need  to  adjust  an  alternative 
to  "fine  tune"  its  policy  directions.  Local  elected  officials  understand  the 
need  to  protect  the  values  which  make  Utah's  Dixie  so  unique. 

The    draft    Plan     indicates    that    three    specific    parcels  of    land    (7,21,25)    have 

important    resource    values    which    should    be    protected.  He    accept    the    need    to 

protect  such  values  and  suggest  that  these  parcel s  of  land  be  el iminated  from 
Alternative  B  as  subject  to  disposal   by  BLM. 

We  also  recognize  the  abi 1 ity  to  amend  the  RMP  when  other  unforseen  resource 
conflicts  arise  as  the  management  of  BLM  lands  in  the  Dixie  Resource  area 
proceeds. 

We  again  congratulate  BLM  for  a  job  wel  1  done.  We  hope  that  these  comments 
are  constructive  and  helpful  as  the  Plan  is  finalized.  If  you  need  any  clarifi- 
cation, please  feel   free  to  contact  the  Association  staff. 

Sincerely,  . 


Jerry  B/.   Lewis,  Chairman 

Five  &ounty  Association  of  Governments 
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01/21/90 

David   Brine,  RMP  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
225  North  Bluff  St. 
St.  George,  UT  84770 

Dear  Mr.  Brine: 

Enclosed  is  my  evaluation  of  the  Draft  Dixie  Resource 
Management  Plan  on  behalf  of  motorized  recreation,  "have 
?he°f?2?i°°on  h"  '-^ticle  written  by  Joe  Wernex,  an  expert  in 
the  field,  on  designing  trail  systems  for  motorized 
recreation. 

I  reviewed  the  plan  very  carefully.   I  am  most  interested 
^S  ?nni?L"°^  suggestions  incorporated  into  the  final  p"ni 
am  looking  forward  to  working  with  you  on  this  further. 

sincerely, 

Adena  Cook 

Public  Lands  Director 


"TriffTrirwfiiwinri>n 
OBERESOMIMB 

JAN2  61330 
^  P 


BLUERIBBON  COALITION  COMMENTS 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
DRAFT  DIXIE  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

January  22.  1990 


As  Public  Lands  Director  for  ihe  BlueRibbon  Coalition.  I  used  the  following  criteria 
to  evaluate  the  draft  Dixie  Resource  Management  Plan: 

1.  Non-discriminatory  language  used  to  discuss  motorized  recreation. 

2.  Opportunity  provided  for  motorized  recreation. 

3.  Addresses  and  provides  mitigation  for  impacts  of  all  recreationists. 

4.  Provides  the  means  for  cooperation  between  motorized  recreationists  and 
resource  users. 

5.  Provides  the  means  to  reduce  conflicts  between  motorized  and  non- 
motorized  recreationists. 

COMMENTS  ON  RESOURCE  DESCRIPTION 

The  Plan  recognizes  thai  ORV  use  is  a  popular  activity  in  the  Dixie  Resource  area 
However,  the  Plan  describes  ORV  use  as  a  problem  to  be  regulated  rather  than  an 
opportunity  to  be  provided.  In  the  issues  section.  ORV  use  is  listed  right  along  with 
vandalism  and  trespass.  The  Plan  admits.  'The  Bureau  has  generally  pursued  a  passive  role 
in  providing  for  dispersed  recreation  opportunities."  ORV  use  is  a  dispersed  recreation 
activity.  If  damage  has  occurred  as  a  result,  is  the  fault  of  passive  management  and  not  the 
recreational  activity. 

An  anti-ORV  bias  is  revealed  in  Ihe  discussion  on  wildlife.  "Recreational  activities 
associated  with  increased  growth  m  Washingion  County,  particularlv  ORV  travel  are 
disturbing  wildlife  and  their  habitats  adjacent  to  urban  areas."  I  dispute  the  veracity  of  this 
statement  and  wish  to  review  the  data  upon  which  it  was  based.  When  ORV  use  is 
managed  properly,  it  can  co-exist  with  wildlife.  Well  designed  trails  have  little  impact  on 
habitat.  ^ 

As  I  discussed  previously,  the  Plan  cites  growth  in  ORV  use.  Yet  on  Table  2-9.  page 
72.  there  is  no  mention  of  ORV  use  as  a  recreation  activity,  nor  are  RVDs  reported,  or 
their  value.  This  glaring  omission  emphasizes  the  Plan's  anti-ORV  bias  Is  the 
management  so  passive  that  there  are  no  figures  for  ORV  RVD's?  Is  the  Plan  so  hostile 
to  this  activity  that  it's  measured  only  in  "damage"? 

There  is  no  mention  of  any  impacts  that  other  recreationists  have  on  the  resource 
in  the  Resource  Description.     Significant  use  is  cited  for  Camping  and  Picnicking. 
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Sightseeing,  Hiking  and  Horseback  Riding.  Water-Related,  and  Hunting.  What  are  the 
impacts  of  these  uses? 

COMMENTS  ON  SELECTED  ALTERNATIVE 

The  tone  on  proposed  ORV  management  is  set  by  the  objective.  'The  ATV  "open" 
areas  should  be  limited  to  locations  with  the  least  environmental  conflicts."  Again.  ORV 
use  is  perceived  as  a  problem  to  be  managed  rather  than  an  opportunity  to  be  provided. 
Stated  as  an  objective,  it  does  not  bode  well  for  positive  active  management. 

Most  ORV  recreationists  are  conscientious  and  concerned  about  preserving  the 
resource.  ORV  recreationists  do  not  mind  travel  on  designated  trails  so  long  as  there  are 
good  loop  travel  systems,  a  variety  of  trails  for  different  abilities  and  recreational 
experiences,  and  sufficient  miles  for  variety  and  dispersion.  "Open"  areas  should  be  chosen 
for  positive  recreation  experiences,  such  as  the  sand  dunes  east  of  St.  George. 

The  proposed  alternative  states  in  Recreation  Resources  Management,  'The  ORV 
designations  do  not  distinguish  between  recreational  and  nonrecreational  use;"  In  order  to 
be  effectively  managed,  ORV  use  must  be  recognized  as  a  dispersed  recreation  activity  as 
well  as  a  utility  and  transportive  use.  Real  problems  lie  ahead  if  these  two  are  not 
managed  independently.  The  Dixie  Resource  Area  managers  need  to  inventory 
recreational  ORV  use  in  all  areas,  especially  those  proposed  for  closure.  Designated  routes 
must  be  left  open  if  they  are  important  to  ORV's. 

The  proposed  alternative  fails  to  recognize  roads  as  a  recreation  resource.  Roads 
are  discussed  in  Transportation,  'The  emphasis  of  this  plan  will  be  to  improve  maintenance 
on  necessary  roads  and  reclaim  unnecessary  roads."  The  roads  must  be  inventoried  for 
their  recreation  value,  assessed,  incorporated  into  recreation  opportunities  for  4x4's  and 
ATV's.  After  this  planning  is  complete,  the  roads  then  can  be  maintained,  managed  or 
reclaimed.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  emphasizing  recreation  use  of  roads  in 
their  "Back  Country  Byways"  program.   This  program  must  be  integrated  into  the  Plan. 

Recreation  Resources  Management  Reconmiendations  remove  many  of  the  Dixie 
Resource  Areas'  most  scenic  sites  from  motorized  use.  Upon  examining  these  areas  on  the 
map,  some  contain  a  few  trails  and  some  do  not.  Have  you  inventoried  which  of  these 
areas  proposed  for  closure  are  important  to  motorized  recreation?  Scenery  is  just  as 
important  to  motorized  recreationists  as  anyone.  Providing  trails  to  and  through  scenic 
areas  is  necessary  for  proper  management. 

As  the  Plan  discusses  T&E  managemeni,  it  states, "  ORVs  will  be  limited  to  existing 
roads   and   trails  within   the   following  allotments  to  protect  sensitive  desert   tortoise 

habitat "   We  do  not  object  to  protecting  habitat,    However,  it  may  be  better  to  plan  a 

trail  system  to  improve  the  recreation  opportunity  in  these  areas  rather  than  Just  restricting 
use  to  existing  roads  and  trails.  Both  the  habitat  and  opportunity  would  benefit. 
management  would  be  easier. 


COMMENTS      ON      ENVIRONMENTAL      CONSEQUENCES      (OF      SELECTED 
ALTERNATIVE) 

More  discriminatory  language  appears  in  the  discussion  of  Grazing  Management, 
"...and  ORV's  which  would  damage  or  eliminate  forage  plants  in  use  areas."  It  is  very 
unlikely  that  this  damage  is  or  ever  will  occur.  If  so.  it  is  an  indictment  of  poor 
management. 

The  Recreation  Resources  section  slates.  "Recreational  opportunities  are  allocated 
on  a  sustained  yield  basis  within  SRMAs  along  a  primitive  to  developed  opportunity  scale 
based  on  the  ROS  system."  Yet  further,  the  Plan  discusses  ORV  use  only  in  terms  of 
closure,  not  to  provide  opportunity. 

SUMMARY 

The  draft  Duie  Resource  Management  Plan  fails  to: 

1.  Qualitatively  and  quantitatively  discuss  motorized  recreation.  Motorized 
recreation  is  characterized  in  the  Plan  by  its  negative  impacts. 

2.  Plan  for  motorized  recreation  opportunity.  And  in  that  planning, 
emphasize  opportunity  over  restriction  and  ethics  over  regulation. 

Here's  how  the  Plan  stacks  up  against  my  criteria: 

1.  Non-discriminatory  language  used  to  discuss  motorized  recreation:  The 
Plan's  language  showed  severe  discrimination  against  motorized  recreation. 

2.  Opportunity  provided  for  motorized  recreation:  TTiere  are  vast 
opportunities  for  motorized  recreation  in  the  Dixie  Resource  Area.  There 
has  been  little  management  and  impacts  have  resulted.  Even  with  some  of 
the  proposed  closures,  vast  opportunities  still  exist.  But  management  must 
become  more  active  and  directed  toward  the  needs  of  the  recreationists. 

3.  Addresses  and  provides  mitigation  for  impacts  of  all  recreationists:  There 
was  no  mention  in  the  Plan  of  the  impacts  of  other  recreationists.  Certainly 
other  impacts  exist,  and  they  should  be  inventoried.  Mitigation  must  be 
specified.  Mitigation  for  ORV  impacts  was  discussed  only  in  terms  of 
restriction  and  closure.  Improving  trails,  providing  loop  travel  opportunities, 
interpretation  and  education  must  be  implemented  before  restriction  and 
closure. 

4.  Provides  the  means  for  c«)peration  between  motorized  recreationists  and 
resource  users;  The  Plan  did  not  address  this  issue.  As  motorized  use  grows. 
lines  of  communication  must  be  established  between  motorized  recreationists, 
other  recreationists.  and  resource  users.  Providing  these  means  in  the  Plan 
would  reduce  future  conflict  and  make  the  managersjob  much  easier. 
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Vasi  opportunities  lor  motorized  recreation  exist  in  the  Dixie  Resource  Area. 
Impacts  have  resulted  from  lack  of  positive  management  Vast  opportunities  also  exist  for 
actively  managing  motorized  recreation:  Loop  travel  uail  systems  can  be  developed,  "open" 
areas  established,  primitive  camping  sites  designated.  Interpretation  and  education  can 
inform  the  recreationist  about  nearby  Threatened  and  Endangered  species  and  plants.  I 
am  looking  forward  lo  working  with  you  further  to  develop  motorized  recreation 
opportunities  in  the  Dixie  Resource  Area. 

...■   -'J 

Adena  Cook  ^"~~'~-~~.,_^ 

Public  Lands  Director 


The  Proposed  Plan  recognizes  OHV  use,   four-wheel  drive  touring, 
driving  for  pleasure  and  motor  vehicle  sightseeing  as  popular 
recreational   pursuits. 

The  conflicts  between  OHV  use  and  other  resource  values,  along  with 
their  relative  Importance,  have  been  evaluated  In  determining  the  OHV 
classes  shown  In  the  Proposed  Plan. 
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Tenneco  Minerals 

A  Tenneco  Company         —* 


P  O  Bom  2550 

SI  GeorgD.  Utah  84770 

1601)673.1606 


^ 


January  24,  1990 


Mr.  David  Brine 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Dixie  Resource  Area  Office 
225  North  Bluff  Street 
St.  George,  Utah      84770 

Reference:    DRAFT  EIS 

Dear  Mr.  Brine: 


OBC 


I  would  like  to  thank  the  Bureau  for  the  opportunity  to 
express  concerns  as  to  the  proposed  Draft  EIS  on  the  Dixie 
ce  Management  Plan. 


Reso 


I  can  appreciate  the  efforts  that  went  into  this  draft 
as  it  is  quite  thorough  in  its  coverage .   However,  there 
exists  several  points  that  I,  on  behalf  of  Tenneco  Minerals 
Company ,  would  like  to  take  issue  on. 

First ,  the  intended  purpose  and  need  of  the  RMP  as 
expressed  in  Chapter  1  clearly  identifies  demand  on  public 
lands  brought  about  by  the  tremendous  growth  in  population 
in  the  area  as  the  principle  reason  to  implement  the  plan. 
Furthermore,  in  the  special  issues  to  be  addressed  section , 
the  Draft  identifies  problems  which  are  related  to  the 
"rapid  development  within  Washington  County".   These  13 
issues  which  are  conflicting  with  traditional  land  uses  in 
Southern  Utah  are  an  outgrowth  of  urban  sprawl  in  the  area. 

In  this  regard  I  question  the  overal 1  Resource  Plan. 
The  preferred  alternative  adequately  addresses  the  main 
problem  areas  the  BLM  hopes  to  resolve,  but,  at  the  same 
time,  proposed  considerable  withdrawl  of  lands  from 
potential  resource  use.   "■  ■  *  '   '  '^"^th.r  f^  ^^^  j^  *^- 


*\    IwHda    fi 


lULMfc* 


"''prin'i" — tr' 


First,  the  Bureau  should  have  acknowledged  in  its 

opening  chapter  that  .^.j^^^^^^^^^^    -fa'-^  m  -gjc^* inc. 

recreation,  open  grazing,  etc.  is  a  valuable  multiple  use  of 
Federal  Lands.   Although,  our  contribution  to  the  local 


economy  is  not  dominating,  we  do 
property  tax  source  in  the  area. 


represent  the  fifth  largest 
provide  over  60  jobs  to  the 
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local  economy,  and  pump  $4.6MM  dollars  into  the  area 
wages,  salaries,  and  purchased  supplies.   W.e._ar_e  an 
important  diversification  to  the  local  economj-  of 
Southwestern  Utah. 


explore  the  p 
potential  and 
wildlife. 


Third,  we  struggle  with  the  BLM ' s  goal  in  Alternative 
C .   The  need  for  the  plan  addresses  i  ssues  re  la ted  to  urban 
growth  and  yet  the  Plan  manages  to  "drag"  other  land  uses 
which  heretofore  have  not  presented  problems  in  the  area. 

-«Mtnt  i  rppnt — jji  the  Plap.   The  preferred  alter  native  is  the 
most  restrictive,  withdraws  the  most  land  from  multiple  use, 
and  results  in  the  most  single- source  end  user  of  Federal 
Lands . 

Finally,  we  believe  the  BLM  should  reassess  its 
position  and  adhere  to  its  fundamental  goals  of  multiple 
land  use.   We  recognize  the  urban  growth  problems  in  the 
resource  area  requ  i  re  immediate  resolution.   However,  we 
also  recognize  that  other  areas  of  responsibility  to  the  BLM 
are,  right  now,  being  addressed  very  well,  in  particular  the 
current  land  availability  for  location. 

ORitinn     nn      lnrfltfj|^lp     m'-lirnln      1"^     ^  >'°     prefer[^eri 


■H-'hrlrn 


»f 


K.^K     p^^. — .  ;„i     ...ippp^i 


ViiiiL-iul    ilLULlupffij^lM.     econlmic    d  i  vers  1 1' icai  iflll    UJiU    UiuuiiLiKd 
-\  m-r-  \,m  ii,.     Tpf    -j-r  f  pf  T  H  t  T  1  !_  needs. 


Ken  A.  Kluksdahl 
Mine  Manager 
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COMMENT   LETTER   #88 


FORT  LEWIS  COLLEGE 


January  22,    ly90  nnnaN tin/iMMM'Mi 

..^  Jt- lANU  NMdnutk 

WRfSOHWfNIf' 

He.  David  Brine  IA^;3  .  V-J 

BIJH-Dixie  Resource  Area  ■ 

225  North  Bluff  Street  K)|U|l2|lt*'^i>"i 

St.  Geoiqe,  UT  84770 

Dear  Hr.  Brine: 

I  teach  a  physical  education  course  at  Fort  Lewis  Colleqe  entitled  Desert  and 
Mountain  Exploration.   Part  of  the  course  content  involves  an  annual  trip  to  Dixie 
Resource  Area  under  your  manaqement . 

I  am  writing  in  response  to  your  recently  released  RMP/EIS  for  the  Dixie  Resource 
Area. 


First  of  all,  I  would  like  to  qo  i 
outlined  in  the  RMP/EIS. 


supporting  Alternative  C.  as 


2.  A  particular  concern  I  have  is  that  your  aqency  continue  manaqement  of  the 
ACEIA,  rather  than  setting  up  concessionaire  agreements.   In  the  past  I  have 
been  critical  of  Bm  management  plans,  but  I  certainly  have  no  confidence  In 
private  concessionaires. 

3.  I  have  also  recently  read  Representative  Wayne  Owen's  H.R.  1500.  I  stronqly 
encourage  areas  Included  in  H.R.  1500  (Beaver  Dan  Wash,  Cougar  Canyon,  Joshua 
Tree  Natural  Area  Units)  to  be  designated  ACECs. 

Hy  concerns  are  the  maintenance  of  the  wilderness  quality  of  this  region,  especial- 
ly to  protect  archeological  and  scenic  values.  Surely  this  would  include  stringent 
controls  on  mineral  entry  and  construction  of  new  roads. 

Sincerely, 

John  M.  Ritchey   — y 
Professor  of  Chemistry 


See  Response  12.3. 
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Stephen  J.  Pinucane 
5724  Utah  Ave.  N.w. 
Washington,  DC  20015 


David  Brine 

BLM-DRA 

225  North  Bluff  St. 

St.  George,  Utah  84770 


1/23/90 


Be:  Draft  RMP  EIS  for  the  Dixie  Resource  Area  (1989) 
Dear  Mr.  Brine, 

I  would  like  to  congratulate  those  who  participated  in  the 
development  of  the  subject  plan  for  having  performed  and 
excellent  analyses  of  the  impacts  of  the  alternatives  and 
discerning  that  Alternative  c  is  the  most  cost-beneficial 
management  strategy.   In  particular,  I  support  BLM's 
assignment  of  VRM  class  II  to  landscape  classes  with  RVR  II 
and  III,  since  I  feel  that  much  of  the  DRA  landscape  is  a 
national  treasure  meriting  at  least  that  level  of 
protection. 

I  also  support  BLM's  ACEC  designations  and  state  land 
section  acquisitions  proposed  under  Alternative  c,  think 
that  ACEC  prescriptions  should  include  ORV  closures,  and 
suggest  that  the  Beaver  Dam  slope  areas  proposed  as 
wilderness  in  HR  1500  also  be  designated  as  ACECs.   I  also 
believe  that  riparian  areas  deserve  additional  protections 
of  archaeological  and  other  natural  values. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment. 


RECEIVEDJAN2  6U> 


January  24,  1990 


Debbie  Pielrzak.  Dixie  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
225  Nonh  Bluff  Street 
St.  George.  Utah    84770 

Re:        Comments  on  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan/EIS  -  Dixie  Resource  Area 
Dear  Ms.  Pielrzak: 

In  the  Washington  Dome  area  in  Section  29.  30.  31.  T42  S.  R.14  W.,  SLB4M,  there  are  presently 
mining  claims  owned  by  Henry  and  Associates,  and  other  local  individuals,  including  myself. 

Please  be  advised  that  the  aforementioned  area  contains  significant  quantities  of  high-grade 
gypsum  and  potential  gold.  At  present,  mining  claims  have  been  located  and  an  evaluation  is 
under  way  with  the  goal  of  determining  the  deposits'  commercial  potential 

This  area,  in  the  past  and  present,  has  experienced  impacts  in  the  form  of  mining  junk  car  lots 
develo'men?'     *''  """"'  "'""  *°"'  """""""''"''°'"  '°  leave  this  area  open  to  mining  and 

Sincerely. 


Craig  E.  Cox,  Ph.D..  E.P. 


Sincerely, 


y^/. 


Stephen  J.  Finucane 


'^^ 


RESPONSE 

89.1         See  Responses  12.1.   12.3.  and  13.2. 
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COMMENT  LETTER   #91     R^CElVhu  jm«  ^  o  ,j..  = 


th  Bluff  St.  St  Geo 


BLM  Dixie  Resource  Area.  22 

HE:  Dixie  RMP  A  EIS 

Thank  you  tor  sending  a  copy  of  the  Din 
&  Environmental  Impact  Stoteiot'nt  ,  1  apprccla 
and    your    attempt    to    be    comprehensive. 


-ge.  Utah,  ai??!; 
Jan  24.  1990 


Resource  Management  Pla 
th(?  quality  of  the  drat 


with  the  additlr 


Petrified  wood  Is  not  available  for  cotimerclal  purposes  In  the  DRA. 
Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  no  collection  of  petrified  wood  would  be 
allowed  on  public  land  within  the  DRA. 


A  lot  of  the 
that  any  damage  do 


OgGI 


ent  tin 


scale 


roa  under  consld 
G  would  take  a  v 
baslcal ly 


tion  is  very  fragile  in  the  se 
long  time  to  heal.  Some  of  th 
-renewable  on  any  conce 1 vable 


Under  MANAGEMENT  COMMON  TO  ALL  ALTERNATIVES  Mineral  Materials 
I  p76]  Mention  Is  made  of  petrified  wood  In  a  casual  senf^e  as  though  Il- 
ls In  the  same  league  as  sand  and  gravel.  I  asfc  that  mining/removal  of 
petrified  wood  be  prohibited  for  pieces  larger  than  5  pounds  and  the 
limit  be  5  pounds  per  person  per  year  with  careful  observation  as  to 
what  l3  actua 1 ly  happening  where  this  is  permitted. 

Petrified  wood  is  something  that  is  of  great  value  In  some 
aeethet ic/vl&caral  sense  to  the  areas  In  question.   When  one  walks  this 
countryside  and  comes  across  a  big  piece  of  petrified  wood  it  is  an 
incredibly  strong  reminder  of  geologic  history  and  human  time  span.  1 
don't  want  to  see  the  coutnryGlde  picked  bare  of  these  wondertul 
remnants  of  our  planet ' s  development  for  someone '  s  c lever  hearthstones 
or  yard  displays. 

It  is  obvious  that  your  plan  for  petrified  wood  is  not  to  harvest 
it  on  a  sustained  yield  basis!  I  ask  that  you  give  your  policy  on  this 
more  consideration  as  more  and  more  people  take  their  250  pounds  of 
petrified  wood  back  to  California  etc  with  them  It  will  be  gone  —  at 
least  what  is  on  the  surface  and  so  thrilling  to  find  as  one  walks 
about  this  much  evolved  landscape 

1  hope  that  you  will  not  dispose  of  any  lands  In  the  resource 
nianag«iBant  area  and  will  take  an  active  role  in  Area  of  Critical 
Envlromental  Concern  type  of  vigilance  and  management  of  ALL  the  areas 

bis  area  Is  in  the  ACEC  category  as 


In  addition  I  hope  that  you  will  aqulre  whatever  additional 
liable  through  whatever  means  and  try  preserve  these  as 


ch  things  as  pipelines 

em  to  absolute  mlmlmum 

to  them  as  well  as  to 


lelted  many  parts  of  the  area  under  consideration  at 

the  last  thirty  two  years  while  living  either  here 


nay  be  a 

Vhere  it  is  absolutely  necessary  to  have 

and  power  lines  I  hope  that  you  will  restrict 

width  and  apply  high  visual  <Class  II)  standa 
the  whole  area. 

I  ha 
various  times  during 
In  Colorado  or  In  central  Arizona. 

I  understand  tliat  alaiOA  is  allowed  under  various  laws  but  ask 
tb&t  it  be  restricted  ae  mach    as  possible.  Mining  is  of  very  short  term 
benef It  to  a  few  people  and  perhaps  a  necessary  evil ;  the  less  the 
better. 

Vlth  regard  to  Off  Road  Vehicles  and  All  Terrain  Vehicles;  these 
are  very  hard  to  police  to  specific  areas  and  do  a  tremendous  amount  of 
damage  in  a  short  time.  It's  fine  to  have  bobc  trails  available  to  this 
type  ol  uae.  Bnpbaele  stujuld  be  put  on  control  of  intrusion  Into 
uaaleturbed  areas;  and  education;  this  problem  is  getting  worse  fast! 

Thank  ya 


PO  Box  1036.  Boulder,  CO,  60306-1038 
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./fTlM  <»-<>-^^ 


7^  Sce^' 


u 


^:,,«l^  ^-r^vi,  ^-^^ 
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State  of  L'taii 

orFict  OF  TMf  eovriiNuii 

•  •LT    i.»,i    CI,, 
•  4114 


TILECOPIEB  TRAMSniSSIOII  BHCZT 


//oz-i^i 


J»ui>Mry  2f.,  1990 


'!.  .►«■•.  of  Lui?;  Mftuigtaiant 

N^rth  Biuff  3lx»*t 
il    Goorge.  Vtah    84770 

aS-itJECT:    t>r«ft  Dixie  lUwuive  Me-ii^tn:  ent  Plan 
State  !;1«ntjiier  Numljer-  T.T«9!018-020 

\:hA^   M-    B>  aia: 

The  Raaourc  r>ev«lDpnieDt  Coordinotipj  Coiiu,ucte«,  reprcaectisg  the  SteU 
.  f  [.'tiii.  hM  rcvieucii  tho  Draft  Iteaourcr  Muiag<>a>ent  PlajD  and  RDviromneata) 
Impa.n  S;aleBwnt  for  the  Dixie  Raecurce  Area.    ' 


■c'.iisid"-ation  aa  you  prapara  the  final  plan. 


j^flf*.!y  '•^t  Irp*^  Uit  peaita  of  gravid  & 
DetaiiadcouunanU    of  vanoua    gtf*^ 


u>d< 


ag^uciee    are    pttacbad    for    youj 


I  want  to  thank  you  for  the  i\x/peratior  you  have  above  tc  atiit*  agennee 
ftnd  \^^1  gcvemmeote  in  thia  planning  affri-i,  and  for  yi^ir  reaponaivAnaaa  to  the 
isj-iues  aad  concerns  they  raiaed. 

Sincarely, 


iNorniAa  H.  BangsrtA^ 


>fHB:MECgh 
Attachioant 


Telecopier  dumber         jf£/  ^  ^3  -  S S"^ i' 

Telecopier  lumber            i^^'    c^Vf-  /JT-J  ^ 
.'OTA:.   NUMBER   OF    PAGES    (INCLUDIRO   COVER   PAGJ) 2l  _ 


COMMENT  LETTER  #43 


Mt    D>i\id  Brine 

Buifjxa  of  L4nd  Manageuient 

,'»:-.u«r3-  20,  1990 

Page  2 


Ut^ti  Geelo«ic8l  and  .MiassJ  Sjjrvjl 

Itie  dlac^iaaion  of  ge^  thermal  enorgy  (p26)  deacribe«  the  findings  fh>in  a 
tzVWy^.j  old  CMundorf,  1970)  U.S.  Geological  Survey  report  that  la  a  aummvy 
J<'<.-meni  fc/  thu  entire  Unitetl  States.  The  BLM  should  iri>k«  use  of  a  study  by 
th«.  '.  Mk  "-^'"f-''  and  Misanl  Survey  (UOMS)  in  19M  that  deaoribae  low 
'  'i>t  'I'^tui^  hydrothermal  ayateins  of  the  Santa  Oaia  and  Vit^D  River  valleys. 
Tb4  autiiors  are  Karin  Budding  end  ^t^ven  Son«m«i,  aiid  th>»  woik  \m  available  in 
vubhnlwd  form  as  VH^fe^bHM  ftUibM  67. 
Ptsure  $-6)  ahoold  be  dkangad  to  rWleci  the  mere  reeaot  itiid>. 

The  dlacuact-'u  of  oil  and  gas  potecMs'  adc-quately  i^sacrlbo*  tie  potantial  for 
^■■.^c■.•'*:>,'developm«nt  of  petroleuiu  ?rooi  ka.-wij  geologic  eiivircumenba.  The  BLM 
<  c'.-.'j  he  aware.  Lowever,  thai  the  U.S  "^.-.ologic-J  Survey  lUSG-S).  UGM8.  and 
■<:  :.uai1>er  ■'>f  migor  n>]  conipaniee  hdve  bt^^^  .-^ve^tigaUng  the  8.''Uice  rocii  potential 
o:  fVtn:ambrian  rock^  in  northerti  Aritona  e^d  southern  Utah.  These  studied  are 
<ti  t  in  an  «ar*y  ciagc.  T^c  UOMS  h^a  received  a  ruxnber  of  re^v.?Nt9  by 
'•.■ii;p.i-ii*J8  for  oi)  ar-d  cutting  bamplas  fron'.  our  sample  librai^,  Tti*  BLM  '■-.•uld 
C(.i,tj*ct  th'^  USOS  or  the  UOMS  fot  more  inforrt^ti^u  on  this  fu'cjcct, 

piTH^B  of  Wll^Hifc;  Rin-y^.-ei; 

Wildlife  and  Threatened  and  Endangered  Sp«ci«a,  pajo  '.0;    Tfc:>  ■■ 
-•sF:^r[i.atio(i  preaezjted  onl>  mentions  a  handful  of  apeciea.    SevcrrO  oth?'  ^\-  •  -!X, 
'^'hich  ^he  Division  baa  determined  to  be  aenmtivt.  and  in  need  of  «p^.-ial  att4<-..  :'«:j, 
eljoul'j  be  tnchided-    The  following  sensitive  spedee  occur  in  the  DKA 


Biijf 

Bells  Viieo 
Greater  Rosdninnar 
YeUow  billed  Cuckoo 
Ferrugiuous  Hawk 
Swaioson  Hawk 
Yellow-breaated  Chat 
Lewis  Woodpackar 
Oraat-blue  Heron 
Westell  Bluebird 
Mountain  Bloabird 


Desert  Iguana 
Western  Banded  Gecko 
Zebra-tailed  Lisard 
Arixona  Toad 
Deeort  Ifight  Liiard 
Plateau  Whiptail 
Mqtave  Rattlaaikaks 
Speckled  Rattlanaka 
Oaaart  Sldvwlndar 
Utah  Black-haadad  Snake 
CaUlbmia  Ktnfiaka 
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e»?l    628  0130:  S  S 


U.     D..!J  B.l..^ 

Bureau  of  Land  Maiuganiant 
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93J 


Dt'Vii*  Gl3*#r>  Snake 
Utali  B!ma  Suakr 
Ariioi;a  l^yr*  Sustk^ 

Moijve  Patch. n.JMtl   ."-..-•i'' 

Utfi  ?iilk  Snaie 


TTie  D£IS  dew  not  f-tdi^w  tli»  eijif-K«n'7^  !i« 


*  tU*  '*«*«rt  "-vV  iro 


Pigiire  2-tS,  page  58,  "^ieateiiw!  i-j-.i  ^ottangsrci  S- :*^:     TSj*  fvji'*  S 

'inder-reproMnt3  'he  extent  <*f  torloiee  I.'vi^ita^..     ^^,j^;ftci&LjMdbHM"^**«Niii^K-*  ^s 

darictcd.  ^ 

KgvuT  2  16,  page  59,  Senaitivo  S',ef:o»:    The  f>l»llUliii  'i—  ilniiiiiwmail  m-  S 

ocqiH1>ttmLjflia(»"-*«'«''-SH*»^— "  ilnilta   (if  Mt>  ^^ 


..-'>.'  :^i  <^.-!  v'irgui  Itivw  dr<i*ii'tga  ij  'j'UvHe^ed  ftiT.v  appropri,iUd.  aiiy  inatream 
!•■«;  wriKi  hfc-.T  '«  ba  SLirrx'rif  hum  erjtJt)  -v&U/  righla,  *od  in  accordaoca 
'■•y  •'^:-;  p.'Va:'  .     -it  ?».U"oa  73-?  3U1)  of  the  Ut*ii  Code.    If  inWil   li^ili  1i 

ii'ii  1 1  iiii  r  liaiUit  WBt»7  rtghta  wooWteva  «i»-tare!<>sr^3W^^ 

■^:.'.v  -  r.it,,-ine  I!  Kv  (SiVc'MOE  rjni.  leluro  IVw  p»'.'*jra«  be  carefijUy  atudied, 
'  r^  -ffi'J  p^.'-o.-^-t'O  iii^pftru-*  ?:;  e^ic^iuj;  ^'eUv  ri^ta.  Ti.»*  area  eo^'fear  in  Cedar 
■ ',  "Vii'l  ^'f':ei'.  h*'-  ix-jisi,  6  r^5thai>3  ktiowle-ige  of  (he  Virgiu  River  syatem 
n.'l  ti!'cuit*  b*=  »&.?»  **.«d  M  nart  oi  tbifi  i' v«;tig&*»oD. 

Tna  1";''  vAii'.a  i«  .  itsic  waiei   h(hta  or  tti-  malt  on  59  7  milae  of 
-..'■'iu^.  -?'><.<'>:  (pai^ii  13u-<33\    lVie>ahe>MA^*4«av*9lRa|inl>»«laile 
""'^^'iLL-'u  ■  r'A^g-^s.  fiot  'jj^tugb  *l^->-^''i|  ),'aAi.v^  '^-fl;ei  T.^ta 


llli  ■!       'j   ■' 


•tafa. 


-  ''-  ""  -y  "'  ' :-'_'■■ 


II    III  I   a  I  ilh  iiC  Mntor;;.!- 

DiTT^i^  of  ^^tf  Lant'g  6Bii£>>f«#to 

"'' — 'iTj  ••  r' '  '  "•  ■''"•"  - 


S      93-6 


■at  iUm  mgii^  < 


The  amount  of  BIiM  acreage  tht*  Oivisioc  ^ui^d  do« 
HitA Ja  mi'--'-'|    aafcat— Midlj  irnt  thM  tk» 
(p&t(e   176).     The  Diviaioo   CJjuiot   :>freT  an   .'i,pirMu;iat.^ 
h,^jv^i^^  (flj^d  be  haj^^'  ^  mg^     ...... 


';^e  r.V  iitst^;  last  srMitios&i  water  ouatrol  s'^Jcturea  may  be 
'.-f'-?-'  -r  .'>"**'*';d,  suJL-j^'Ct  t4,  ecy  ^ooditiott  developed  »i  :he  plan.  P*wn  our 
.(,,  I"..  ■•Vat'irt  V;.Il«y  31W  v.-i'J  lie  S  s  .Speti.^-'  K»-.Ts«tioD  .Vrjoagemeot 
■"L-ia  '...■  ..^U  j:xy  oi  tu*ty  Ti^*  Pi;j»-e'-'  devi^loi^uieiii.  >i-li'in  WarL.er  ValUiy. 
putiiii>iel    iiiuwiMa    liia^  a*paenU|h>iiaaa 


I       ■•    "     "   -'  'flit*  r'" 


llf  I   I  im  *< 


•  J^   f»ti;!.iJ;M' 
'  *J  iy   eu>l*d  l«' 


<^^9nHMi4a,,nee4a. 


tiiist  o^.uiagjijg£jit  pwi-acdea  g^^^^;^  ^  .-i>n*: '■^- ,.^  a^.  r.,ta>-  i^i  n^,  r\.-z:^*i£^ 

Water  KighU  ii  cor,;^^^i<l  about  'is  rtfu'!Ki-"i.:.3»i.:cirj-  ;;•    ^.-.tl,  Wtfe-  '^v- 

and  KTperira  ^re^»  uud«r  .Uu^roativ^  B  &  0,  ^aje^  l$C-t3;i  .y.-..^  ;"'Sge  157.  ^m 

Page   130,  p&rt^graph  6,  i*  tii»>  rtxooiinen'iaHor.'  lo  tibtfin   ■,.-.':.---'.ir.  f.c«i  f'.r 
"recreotioQ,  Be«ithet'C6,  wiidUf**,  {:c-i:-\^«5  Lab  ?.at.  Riscl  r;j.:-rj-.v-  ".■ . ;;".«.lion." 

Ihe  Divisioii'b  couceru  ia  that  such  in.,  .^-ea-a  fio-v;;  ;?-■'-,■  ".■^*'riT*^c  -p-'-  ■  ■■  h.ii 
watAr  hghta,  particularly  or  tSs  .oalii  qt*!;:  '•;"  t.':,(;.  Wyrgir^  Tti^VTr     '''rivc-  *'l.r.  varl-.r* 


■u»  1  'w>vt  ;j;  ;".'5  pft'how*  c'-  th.^  e:.d  of  thw  rework  chew  wlldemeaa 
.-Tvi:  ;»'.«  «.  !»jd  ^isj  ••  i'«  T^^  i»  c'->tiJuj>-;g  uoleaa  yoii  know  the 
:-i'<  !^.ctt,ic<'      i"       I  I'l'iii  iiiiir  iiiaaii  aliiji 


.  C-rafi.'-^  V*r.itgcc;t.nt  Fa>'£$'r4ii#h  1  ^tatea  '  ActuaJ  uae  over  the 
i".  b.".*  ;t'.»ra^e  2.'.C.  v  A'.'.'Jl*.'  Tli';  hiro  ivareipopli  sterea  "During 
)•...,  ?   author....  •'  i-;  l-'-  ovsr-gel  8!-:.i>t  23,0(»  A'-7-I». -Tlaa  iiaila 

'«b.*  2  ?  jlx,:,,-.-  "3-  ai.:;.-;:''-!;  i.-»e  as  30,6.??  AUMs.  Are  the 
>  ~M»  7  'Xt  p..»rt)Tnaw  -or  .sc^  aliotnent?    Pagp  5S  statea  'The 

'.  _.»  ■>r-f?\i!.;^  -,'-.U>i  i'.-spa  V-  Tl-i  perioitteek  *ho  furchaaed  30, 
'^.  .,  *i2r*''    -root  t-ol   winritU    »ith  .it   Sgur^z   ju  pftge  4D  or  the 
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Page  S 


figurea  in  Table  2-i'>.  It  b  »•  gse*!."d  'i«  Oraxins  M^^na^e'-^i'  6-.-.'.i9T!,  o^ta-jr  t. 
diacuaaion  of  preference,  authoriioj  uac.  iva<?  actual  use  tt  wsuld  ba  alia  <«?>■ 
helpftd  if  a  map  weco  provided  8bowir.g  the  locaLion  cftVs  112  gi'ajing  >tL''.*:c''n'J> 

TM.-U.  narfimilarly  tma  whaq  Hling    ''-►■'"  ''-''  -"^th   'TtTrtf   tit  ■;■-■'•■'''■'  TIAoH't  t.Li 


'^-  -'  nytinilirlT  tr 


Page  50  reCara  to  aaren  midlife  habitat  ■-■■^.j 
an   ezcaaa   of  8,831    AUMa   for   wUdUfe.      '^•Mi>- 


nn  the  Wlark  Canjroi 
on  page^^MlMBinm 


»(llll  UJ* 


>i6iii3.  ef^d  i..if^i' a'.*« 

"^Uii.'  :a  j-articai&j'y  ii"ue 
a]'.tjuj»u>*.    The  u-'.sraas'oi- 


WWWrWgBII%  <tUM»  ■•>Jid  diacus- 


inadequacy  of  forage  on  the  IB  allotmenta  ids^tified  i.-.  Table  2".    Again,  it 
be  very  helpful  if  -  Trr 1 ^■"-J-^—^""  '"'"■"  ■'  "■  V  iimi*t.«aMMaK 


Page  60  Btatea,  "Deer  populatione  for  iJl  herda  in  tha  -.■m^witm  area  have 
been  increaaed  over  tbapaet  10  year?  to  opti'num  popjlatiua*  *»  datertniaed  .u 
Utah  State  Divinon  of  Wildlife  Roaourcea  managoment  p!RD«."  U  this  the  ^in<- 
-  T-'-  Itlhk  UllllltMII  "l  ■  "  '  •  ■•  la  the  ruireni  'ero'.  jt  wUdlif.  liw 
j^^o^^yyifg^^^^^u^^^^g^^^n^^g^.^l^.^^AiHitt'AaaaMiM^^a?  It  woiUci 
be'helpful  in  Table*  2-6  and  2-7  to  gi»«  a  tot.l  for  the  AUMa  iST*). 

AIt«m«tin  B,  page  119,  aUta*  'Opportunity  to  »Bi.J.e  up  to  12,W1  5(^^-- 
throogh  exchange,  puTchaa*  or  gtfla,"  then  roferoncea  th-  «c<ui5itn,n  table  ii.  ■.'<  • 
appendix.  However,  ^  acfeagefigure  ifivap  in  tb»  appaoi^  >a  ilSol  aiJ_« 
Witait  i»  the  dilli^^  between  tEeiSTwo  ajvirBe?  Alao,  Number  4  on  page  I  .a 
ahould  refacTOcelHgW!  3.6.  It  ia  aawuned  Fi^u"  3.fl  represent*  \mi  agujBtios 
Ibr  both  AKeraatiwa  B  and  C.     If  ao,  how  many  acree  are  ahown  on  "i>»r;'  -■ 

117 jUi  ideotified  in  the  appendix  or  the  4t,flei- acree  diacuaaed  i&  ?»«»  ''*' 

Ob  page  160  und«-  Luid  Recommendationa.  it  aUtee  EmphaiM  during  this 
period  would  be  placed  on  land  aichangea  which  would  Improve  management  b> 
blockjns  ownerthip  pattema  and  acquiring  landa  for  the  eah«iCOT»ot  of  othrr 
r«MurM  prograJM,"  then  referencea  the  AltemaUve  C  map.  Ta  flie  Alt«Tiati\-e 
C  m^i  fl»  1^  •»  nvm  8-177 


Page  167  niid«r  "SoU-Water-Air-Riparian  Reoomioendiftiun,"  indicatee  that 
■n  leeommaadktiona  under  thia  aection  of  AHemative  C  are  the  aame  aa  contained 
oader  AltematlTe  B,  with  the  exception  of  the  three  ACECa  that  are  mcreaaed  in 
iJwigr  >afa  130  aUt*.  "Al»eni«tive  B  fcrnmlly  cUaaifl-  DRA  aegm^ta  one- 
mmZ  mileln  width  from  e«Ji  bank  aa  ■wild"  and  providea  mtar™  prot«tion. 
?hSr«pH*.  to  bod.  Deep  C~*k  and  th.  North  Fork  of  the  Virgin  Riv^.  Und« 
iSi  iSirtiT  a«  thaj  awrified?  Th— ati«m.  have  not  been  fbraaUy  atudad 


■-i  -y!  S'.eiiic  Kivom  Ari.    iX  U  < 
u'.J  V.e  s  parly  to  ^he  study. 


■  is  :«  plan  tc  Int'.iete  aucb  a  atudy. 


RESPONSE 
93.1 


93.2 


resource  have  not  been  defined. 

93.3   This  IMP  has  been  updated. 
93  4   See  Response  43.3. 

objective  for  the  DRA  Is  being  net. 

interim  prio?  to  Congressional  action  (rafar  to  the  appendix). 
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94.3 


L .  Cord*1 1  P«t«rson 
934  North  1725  W««t 
St .  G«org«,  UT  84770 
January  2i ,     1990 


Mr .  David  Brina 
RHP  Taam  Laadar 
Buraau  of  Land  Ba 


225  North  Bluff  Street 
St.  Gaorqa.  UT  84770 


Door  Mr. 
The 


Raso 


agamant  taam  raaponsibla  for  the  Draft  Di«ia 
nagamant  Plan  (RMP)  and  Environmental   Impact 
Statement  (EIS)  should  be  e . t r eme 1 y  proud  of  their  efforta. 
This  IS  en  excellent  land  use  management  document.   It  is 
clear  that  Ulternativa  C  recoqnwed  the  potential  detrimental 
consequences  that  current  management  direction  could  have  on 
the  RA  land  resource.   U  »«||(^'»*>V  SUf^  »*Wr«W"**HW»*\ 

draft  the  below  concerns  are  forwarded: 


ng  th 


il 


a.   Ml neral s  f Locatablel  .   The  Beaver  Dam  Slope  mine 
withdrawal  o«  **,960  aara»  to  support  the  endangered  desert 
tortoise  recovery  effort  is  on  l,hu»»  aat  »  ea  U  y  aupport^d. 
However  there  is  a  concern  withdrawal  will  have  little 
influence  on  existing  Slope  claim  development.   In  addition, 
the  potantial  impact  Minin<)  l»w  free-access  and  patent 
provision  could  have  on  manaqawwnt  pr aaa r i pt i one  nacaaaary 
for  desert  tortoise  recovery  need  to  ba  clearly  addraaaad  Jn 
the  Alternative  C  impact  section  of  this  RMP. 

Since  the  ithreat  of  Slope  expanded  go^d  cyanide  leaching 
operations  IS  real,  the  Bureau  has  an  obligation  to  inform 
the  public  of  potential  Mining  Law  impact  on  critical 
tortoise  habitat  end  additional  withdrawal  proposals. 
According  to  Laahy  (1987),  patenting  of  land  necessary  for 
mining  i»  not  discretionary  onca  Hining  law  ranuirementj  are 
met    If  this  13  the  case,  it  is  interpreted  that  the  1osa  of 
critical  habitat  could  occur.   It  is  also  not  clear  if  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  provides  the  statutory  mechanism 
necessary  for  habitat  protection.   If  Mining  Law  impact  could 
have  a  detrimental  affect  on  land  use  management  necessary 
for  desert  tortoise  recovery,  the  RMP  identified  lend 
management  actions  necessary  for  habitat  protection  may  be 
mi  si eodi  ng . 


b.  Lands.  The  Dixie  RA  alternative  L 
land  retention  in  the  face  of  explosive  c 
expansion  demand  is  a  courageous  manageme 
ensures  that  disposal  is  analyzed  to  prev 
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94.4  I 


d.    Recreation  Resource:    Alternative  C  ACEC  designation 
with  a  NSO  fluid  minerals  leasing  category  (e.<cept  Little 
Creek  Mountain)  reflect  the  intent  to  protect  sensitive 
environmental  resources.    Since  Alternative  C  Fluid 
Minerals  Leasing  Categories  Map  (page  147)  shows  the 
Littl*  Creek  Mountain  ACEC  as  open,  this  d««ign«tion  should 
be  reconai d«r ed .    The  protection  of  cultural   resources 
should  be  considered  for  Category  3  (NSO)  and  at  a  mi n i mum 
Ca  t«gory  2 . 

In  paragraph  6  p8g«  186,  it  states  that  " some  areas  with 
resource  potential  have  not  been  included  because  of 
recognized  growth  related  conflicts  and  a  "minimal"  approach 
to  ACEC  designation  on  some  ACEC's  located  near  communities." 
[f  'resource  values  are    present  to  warrant  ACEC  designatron, 
it  would  seem  prudent  for  the  Bureau  to  retain  management. 
It  is  difficult  to  accept  t h«  loss  of  valuab)*  natural  assets 
becausa  of  conflict.   Maybe  it  would  be  helpful  if  ACEC's 
considered  under  this  paragraph  were  included  in  the  final 
RMP  90  a  public  understanding  of  the  problem  could  be  more 
appreciated.   If  disposal  tracts  (No9.7,  21,  and  25)  art    part 
of  this  dil emme ,  retention  is  9raat)y  appraeiatad. 

The  S^ecfs)  A««raati on  Maoaqemant  Areas  ( SRMA)  c i *  ed  on 
page  \2f    or*  *m^*»1((  supported.    In  addition  to  thosi-  areas, 
the  Cougar  Canyon  WS  A  should  be  considered  as  a  SRMA .    As  you 
are  (jwa  re,   there  is  significant  interest  in  maintaining  this 
area's  primitive  character.   The  very  primitive  and  hostile 
nature  of  Cougar  Canyon  enhances  its  wilderness  value.   To  * 
pret»et  ■*♦«»■  ^r^m^tiv*  charaotar  of  Cougar  Canyon,  a  ftOS 
category  of  P  b«  should  assigned  t&  I5.at8  acres  under  the 
all  -ilderness  alternative  in  ths  "Utah  «LM  Statewide 
W*  )«efn«^e  *nv*r«.ain«  n  t  a  1   Impact  Statement  .  " 

e  .   We_te_r  :   In  additior.  to  Mining  Law  adverse  impact  on 
sound  land  man a  gemen  t,  the  failure  to  attain  water  rights 
necessary  to  mee  t  management  objectives  could  be  devastating 
in  meeting  RMf  stated  objectives.   On  page  IS  of  State  Lands 
and  Forestry  "General  Management  Plan  Dixie  Planning  Unit"  it 
states  "..area  is  closed  to  appropriation,  no  new  wa  t  er 
rights  can  be  established.    Existing  rights  must  be  acquired 
and  transferred  if  water  is  to  be  developed.   Mo  St  of  the 
water  rights  in  the  area  are  tied  up  for  existing  mun  i  c  i  pa  I 
development."   If  this  is  the  case,  water  necessary  for  RMP 
water  related  objectives  art    probably  nonexistent.   The 
adverse  impact  on  instream  flow  requi  r omen  t  s  as  we  11  as  wet  e  r 
necessary  to  support  11  wells,   113  reservoirs  and  224  springs 
can  not  be  overstated.   Even  though  page  167  clearly 
acknowledges  the  detrimental  environmental   impact  of  no  water 
rights,  '  '  appr  e'  -f — T"**""  T 'r  inn  >TrT  ■■»  nb  1  i  f  >t  T-rrrr  t^  a4df  a.ss., 

-iHTswf  ft>  anwiiiBiiuii  r  i»  ■■^.^jiiT-n 

-  Thg  filial  OMP  jIujmIJ  ■■■■UMJII  U  |j  j  I  I  L  f  IIIBI  pi"Ulllvtes 
c  o  operative  development  gf  ^^^pp  an d  springs.    This  is' 
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\o%%    of  important  irretrievable  wildlife,  cultural,  riparian, 
water,  recreation,  or  visual  values.   The  expected  lose 
of  State  owned  daaart  tortoise  habt I  a t'  po i n 1 1  out  how 
important  public  lands  cen  become. 

Sinoe  the  Stale  of  Utah  has  no     statutory  mechemsm 
to  protect  apeeies  in  need  of  protection  from  the  school  and 
institutional  trust  mandate  and  probably  will  not  seek 
e«emption  for  endangered,  threatened  or  sensitive  species 
from  Congress,  the  only  recourse  for  species  survival  is 
public  lands  protection.   This  is  only  applicable  if 
sufficient  public  lend  is  available  to  ensure  species 
viability.    In  the  case  of  the  desert  tortoise  north  of  St. 
George,  public  lands  may  be  totally  inadequate. 

As  you  well  know,  the  loss  of  public  lands  north  of 
St.  George  and  Washington  may  ultimately  provided  the  urban 
pressure  leading  to  the  demise  of  the  currently  healthy 
desert  tortoise  population.  This  disposal  action  resulted  in 
a  state  land  block  that  was  ultimately  sold  to  a  private 
developer-Rocky  Mountain  Ventures,   Inc.  Since  habitat 
requirements  must  be  sufficient  for  genetic  viability  and 
provide  a  buffer  in  case  of  a  catastrophic  event  such  as 
disease,  this  one  lend  transaction  has  the  potential  to 
encourege  future  endengered  species  listing  without 
considering  desert  tortoise  Respiratory  Disease  Syndrome 
impact.   Without  Dixie  RA  foresight  as  e-hibiled  by 
alternative  C  such  unfortunate  land  transfers  may  have 
continued  Vnto  the  future. 

c .   Gr az  i  ng .   The  RMP  endor  sement  of  a  ecological  site 
description  program  appears  a  positiv^e  step  in  the 
development  of  a  sound  advanced  land  management  progr 
Monitoring  based  on  sound  ecological  da 
ability  to  make  right  management  decisi 


i 1  1  surel y  enh 


managemen 


The  final  RMP  should  address  and  update  Baavar  Dam  Slope 
and  Castle  Cliffs  allotments  desert  t or t o i se/ Vi v« st ock 

t  under  Alternative  C.   Without  page  ^1  "Season  of 
ification,  it  may  be  interpreted  the  November 
to  May  season-of -use  is  continuous.   The  current  Beaver  Dam 
Slope  AMP  specifies  "No  grazing"  from  March  1-May  31  when 
annual  forage  production  is  <200  lbs/acre  and  "Grazing" 
permitted"  from  November  to  'he  end  of  May  when  forage 
production  is  >300  lbs/acre.    Even  though  the  Castle  Cliffs 
AMP  appears  not  updated  to  reflect  Hto^tr     Dam  Slope  grazing 
requirements,  teaver  Dam  Slope  AMP  graiing  stipulation 
should  be  adopted  for  Castle  Cliffs  and  included  in  »h 
Evperienee  with  endangered  species  recovery  may  suggest  tt-i 
above  AMP  grazing  stipulations  ma ,  be  enforce  during  t h-  1 
of  this  RMP. 


WMP  . 


Tha  final  RMP 

1  tor ing  o 


Id  reflect  that  conflict:  '.  hrou-jh 
,  priority,  and  deer  fawning  an  J  *  1  I- 
n  be  resolved  in  f^-^r^r     r.f    tig  ^am-  species 
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wildlifa  and  recreational  activities.   Access  *o  p-t-i 
for  ?-eep  and  spring  development  ihould  be  tied  to  an 
agree  me  nt  that  will  ensure  continued  ecological  viat^lity  of 
these  sr^a'3  .        Th*  e/change'of  p'jblio  land  access  fcr  Mat  ~r 
available  for  wildlife  and  public  us*  s-eems  a  reasonable 
compromise  m  meeting  public  1  and -:  b  j  *>:  t  i  /*  *  in  »h* 
absence  of  State  recognition  or  low  priority  assignment  ;f 
water  rights  for  Pureau  related  oDjectiv^s.    It  15  rec>gri;ed 
that  there  are  many  water  rights  hilders  that  coop«-rate  w?  t  h 
BLM.    But  35  the  demand  *  '-r     these  relatively  small   s-ources  of 
water  for  municipal,   industrial  ar.d  agricultural  purposes 
intensify  voluntary  agreements  may  not  t-y     -asily  attained. 
This  would  place  the  FJMF  objectwes  necessar,  f.;.r  the 
protection  of  wi'dlite  dep-nling  on  these  imp.-,  rt  ant  €r.  urces 
of  water   in  jeopard,. 

Pages  131  and  1?C  does  nof  indicate  instream  f 1 ^w  needs 
between  Quail  Creek  Reservoir  and  Washington.    Since  there  is 
riparian  habitat  and  contains  the  beat  woundfin  habitat  found 
the  Virgin  Piver  it  wo uld. appear  justifiable  instream  flow 
should  be  requeeted  f  r  om  the  State  of  Utah.   Ti-.  15  ar*a  1  = 
also  part  of  the  Red  Cliff/Sand  Mountain  ^MPA  . 


Ri  par 


The  RMP  appea  r 


pla 


I j  or  emphasi  s 


94.6 


on  riparian  management.    The  use  of  ACEC  designation, 
easement  acquisition,  riparian  acquisition,  retention  policy, 
trespass  mitigation  on  a  priority  one  basis.  Category  3 
(NSO)  designation  plus  ORV  restriction  to  existing  roads 
reflect  Bureau  high  priority  interest  in  this  exl r eme 1 y 
valuable  resource.    As  mentioned  under  'water,  the 

n on -availability  of  water  rights  t?  protect  instream  flow  coul 
have  a  drastic  affect  on  riparian  managemen  t.   Without  a  push 

the  potential  for  the  riparian  program  to  remain  fragmented 
with  no  clear  cut  strateqy  (page  16?)  remain  a  distinct 
possi bi  1 i  t  y  . 

T  he  1  rnpac  t  Mining  Law  frae-aeoess  and  parent 
prevision  could  have  on  riparian  areas  should  be  stfdres  sad . 
This  applies  especially  to  Beaver  Dam  Slope  gold  if  mining 
operations  are  expanded  beyond  the  200  acre  Tenneco 
c-peration.    If  patent  >s  applied  for  and  includes  sections  of 
r«fkariao  £one«.  hgw  will  tha  ri|»«rian  ree«ure«  b*  ^rotecte'd? 

On  page  105  under  item  2.   it  slates  that 
salting-supplement  blocks  would  be  placed  "at  *»»*»>--tt»fc3^.i  l^e  s 
from  water  sources  and  riparian".    According  Holechek,  et. 
al  .  (1389).  tha  d.i  at4n«.«  •tk»w4'4  b.«  *«i«m«i»  0«ft  t«.  £.5.  bj.I  es 
from  water  to  accomplish  improved  livestock  distribution.^ 

In  the  Implementation  and  Monitoring  Appendix  under 
Existing  Decision,  it  should  be  emah^ s 1 i 
will  tr»  r»eal  <»m*  ^m-^VT^r   "HfT*  mw^w 
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g.   Wi  Idl  1  f  g  :  Alternative  C  emphasis  on  long-terrn 
retention  and  protection  of  public  lands  is  the  single  most 
important  factor  in  maintaining  a     sufficient  habitat  base  to 
support  Utah's  wildlife  populations.   As  reported  by  DWR  ove 
90  percent  of  Utahn's  consider  wildlife  an  extremely 
important  component  of  the  Utah  lifestyle.   This  includes 
both  consumptive  and  non -  con sumpt i ve  use  of  wildlife.   With 
the  Division  of  State  Lands  and  Forestry  mandate  to  maximize 
profit  under  school  and  institution  trust  man  a 9 erne n  t ,  it  can 
be  expected  critical   habitats  under  State  control  will   be 
lost.   This  will  leave  the  burden  of  maintaining  critical 
wildlife  habitats  to  public  land  agencies.   It  is  doubtful 
the  State  legislature  wou Id  ever  request  Congress  to  refine 
the  Utah  Enabling  Act  to  protect  valuable  critical  habitats- 
It  appears  Alternative  C  management  will   favor  the 
protection  and  habitat  enhancement  of  priority, 
critical, fawning  &  calving  areas,  riparian  areas,  and  T&E 

HailtAiA&^t.|?J'"*  15.  concern  the  oil  &  gas  Category  2 
fi^LLd  t,e  J.0    protect  specific  areas  during 

^^^     :_ . 

^infiir-  ------*■■--'-''  --i^'-^    winter  range  from  Pintura  to  the  Ash 


winter  range  from  Pintu 
though  the  potential  for  oi)  &  gs-s 
ee  )»  low,.  It  con  not  be  ruled  out. 
would  naturally  follow  oil  and  gas 
lamation  of  road  was  stipulated  in  the 
reased  road  access  plus  an  expected 
population  will  undoubtedly  increase 
IS  area.    It  must  b*  recognized  early 
would  be  extr«inely  detrimental  to 
^•er  h^rj  bJ-& ' &  aUAL^c  ^Ang*.    Increased  vehicular  and  human 
activity  would  undoubtedly  influence  DWR ' s  ability  to  improve 
evels  on  this  already  depleted  deer  herd. 
■^  strou  l-d  be  d«n«id«'r«d  t«  present  an 
•^^  i  t  n  1  il  t  y  .    ^  It  *  *  f)  n  *"  V  ^  VLC  u1d  have  no  1  mp  act  or 
the  oil  &  gas  i'n1^^^**^k  qppo  r  t  un  i  t  v  t  o~r"  iS"xp+-e^*  t  t-on  and 
d^vf-I  opmen-t. 

r^*^  ti^mtm  ^^  ^QaiCj>_^^c^  4    <i«'<  <«■>  afci^  n  is  also 
considered  eppropr  1  ate  r  o  r  T^^T  -Jen  5  t  t  /  f  awn  i  ng  and"  calving 


deer  popu 1  a  t 
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a7rti»i  ty 
y  resul t 


ould  be  just  as  detrime 
pacific  araa.       ORV/ATV 
reduced  population 


high  dee  r 


V  ■        v,gM   ii-tjiai        o^;i.css        I    I  ml   t  \fi      t  O      C  Jl  >  S  t 

^'^•'"Iri  "iT'i'l' *^^"  '"e-examined.   With  an 
ed  doubling  of  the  hOman  population 


devel opmen 
ORV/ATV  ac 
Creek  Rese 


,   ,  Washi  ngtor. 

pected  greater  pressure  for  devel opmen  t 
northern  part  of  the  county.    This  plus 

New  Harmony  area  will  undoubtedly  increase 
n  the  relatively  flat  lands  s'outh  of  Ash 
Such  increased  activity  may  very  well 
this  highly  concentrated  wintering  deer 
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the  future  of  the  deer  herd  that  winters  on  the  Beaver     0am 
Slope.   Page  57  identifies  two  m«  jer  priority  habitat  Airwae 
around  Motoqua  and  tho  Beffver  Dsm  Mountains.   These  areas  sr« 
also  included  in  the  gold  discovery  area.  Cumulative  impacts 
f  r om  increased  gold  leaching  activity  could  compr e  s  s 
wintering  deer  activity.   This  could  place  an  increased 

healthy  de^r  herd.   Th«  final  RMP  should  r«sss««s  the 

importance  of  these  areas.   This  reassessment  should 
determine  if  critical  habitat  does  exist  within  the  indicated 
priority  habitat  areas.    it  is  evident  that  Mining  Law 
patient  right  could  decimate  a  once  productive  deer 
population,  if  steps  are  not  taken  to  determine  if  high  deer 
concentrations  exist  within  these  priority  habitat  areas.   If 
high  deer  population  concentration  areas  are  not  identified, 
mitigation  to  protect  these  areas  would  not  be  possible 
resulting  in  a  decreased  deer  population.   Protection  of  high 
deer  concentration  areas  may  be  extremely  important  since 
vegetative  recovery  in  a    desert  envi r onmen  t  after  mining 
impact  is  an  extremely  slow  process. 

Under  Wildlife  Resources  in  the  Implementation 
and  Monitoring  Appendix  Cp«ge  232),  priority,  critical  end 
fawning  and     calving  areas  should  be  listed  in  the  Decision 
section.    Target  Implementation  should  reflect  -  Begin 
planning  as  soon  as  plan  is  approved.   Monitoring  should 
include  -  Habitat  conflict  to  be  resolved  in  favor  of 
wildlife  species.   If  the  Bureau  considers  these  habitats 
appropriate  for  special  management,  it  should  be  considered 
appropriate  to  include  these  habitats  under  special 
1 mpl emen  tation  and  monitoring  identification. 

The  desert  bighorn  sheep  and  elk  transplants  addressed  on 
page  138  are  highly  supported.   Since  the  desert  bighorn  is 
native  to  this  area,     its  r e i n t r oduc t i on  would  return  a 
extirpated  native  species  to  the  area. 


a  t  ened ,  Endangered,  and  Sensiti 
Alternative  C  does  consider  th 


It 


Species 
appears  that  Alternative  C  does  consider  the  need  of 
threatened,  endangered  and  sensitive  species.   ACEC 
designation  on  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  and  City  Creek  is  a 
recognized  necessity  for  tortoise  survival  in  the  State  of 
ritah.   The  protection  of  City  Creek  healthy  tortoise 
population  is  becoming  more  critical.   With  the  unfortunate 
development  possibilities  by  Rocky  Mountain  Ventures.  Inc., 
managemen  t  necessary  to  protect  the  tortoise  north 
of  St.  George  will  intensify.   With  such  a  huge  amount  of 
tortoise  habitat  expected  to  be  lost,  one  must  question  if 
City  Creek  protection  will  be  sufficient  to  ensure  this 
tortoise  population  survival.    In  light  of  this  expected  loss 
of  tortoise  habitat  north  of  St.  George,  does  the  tortoise 
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acreage  protected  by  oil  &  gas  Category  3  include  all  public 
land  occupied.   If  not.  it  should.   Any  disturbance  could  b^ 
detriment  to  this  specific  tortoise  population.   Also,  ORV 
closure  to  public  lands  should  n.ow  be  considered  appropriate 
for  tortoise  habitat  north  of  St.  George. 

Thank  you  for  tho  opportunity  to  respond  tc  tl-iis  draft 
RMP/EIS.    Please  forward  copy  of  the  final  PMP/EIi. 

Respectful  1  > 


a^ySi^--^ 


I.     Cordel 1  P.t< 


Range  Mana 


0.  Pieper,  and  Carlton  H.  Herbel. 
nciples  and  Practices.   Engle»ood 


Cliffs,  NO . ;  Pren 


-Hal  1  ,  1969  . 


Leshy.  John  D.    The  Winina  La 
1987. 


aton  D.C. :  Fu 


94.1  See  Response  69.4. 

94.2  Measures  to  protect  deer  winter  range  have  been  Included  In  the 
Proposed  Plan.  Additional  aeasures  aay  be  prescribed  during  activity 
planning  based  on  site  specific  analysis. 

94.3  Text  changed. 

94.4  The  feasibility  and  specific  neans  of  acquiring  water  rights  would  be 
covered  In  activity  plans.  Recreation  and  wildlife  values  are 
considered  during  the  Environmental  Analysis  (EA)  process,  and  the 
Interdisciplinary  review  of  project  proposals  Including  water 
development.  Is  part  of  BLH  standard  operating  procedure.  The  BLM 
evaluates  development  and  acquisition  of  water  rights  based  on  values 
present  In  each  Individual  case. 

94.5  The  current  Tenneco  operation  Is  being  monitored  by  the  Utah  Division 
of  Environmental  Health  to  determine  Impacts  to  water  quality.  Each 
mining  operation  receives  mitigating  stipulations  to  protect  water 
quality  and  other  environmental  components  Identified  during  NEPA 
analysis. 

94.6  The  absolute  priority  among  resource  values  Is  not  set  by  BLM  policy. 
The  Proposed  Plan  places  high  priority  on  both  TIE  species  and 
riparian  resources.  Other  priorities  surface  during  site  specific 
analysis. 

94.7  Reference  the  fluid  mineral  decisions  for  the  Inclusion  of  fawning  and 
calving  areas  In  categories  2  and  3. 

94. B    The  Pintura  area  Is  designated  limited. 

94.9  The  BLM,  In  cooperation  with  DNR,  has  Inventoried  these  areas  and 
classified  them  as  "priority"  range  for  mule  deer. 

94.10  Monitoring  Is  Included  as  part  of  the  wildlife  resources  decision, 
however,  most  conflicts  would  be  Identified  and  resolved  as  necessary 
and  are  beyond  the  scope  of  this  RHP. 
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American  'Rivers 

January  25,  1990 


„u  Of  lAMl"*'****''*^ 

OIXIfRfSOIIItt*''" 

JAN  2  b  I'J   ^ 


NT.  David  Brine 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Dixie  Resource  Xrea 
225  North  Bluff  Street 
St .  George ,  Utah   84  770 

Re:  Draft  Dixie  Resource  Management  Plan  and  EIS 


Dear  Mr.  Brine: 


introductory  Comments 


American  Rivers  is  a  national,  public  interest  not-for-profit 
corporation  with  more  than  12,000  members  nationwide.  American 
Rivers  is  the  only  national  conservation  organization  dedicated 
exclusively  to  the  preservation  of  free-flowing  rivers.  In  our 
sixteen-year  history,  American  Rivers  has  worked  intensively  to 
protect  rivers  under  the  federal  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  and 
has  actively  assisted  states  and  local  groups  with  their  river 
conservation  efforts. 

American  Rivers  has  worked  extensively  with  federal  agencies  in 
planning  for  the  river  resources  on  the  lands  they  administer. 
We  have  assisted  the  planning  staff  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  ("BLM")  in  Washington  to  clarify  administrative 
direction  for  consideration  of  potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers 
in  BLM's  resource  management  planning,  and  have  reviewed,  com- 
mented on,  and  protested  numerous  BLM  plans.   We  have  worked 
similarly  with  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  in  developing  admin- 
istrative direction  for  the  evaluation  and  management  of 
potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers  on  the  National  Forests,  and 
reviewed,  commented  on,  and  appealed  numerous  land  and  resource 
management  plans  issued  by  that  agency. 


Section  5(d)  of  the  Wild  and  Seen 
1271  et  seq . ,  requires  all  federa 
national  wild,  scenic  and  recreat 
ning  for  the  use  and  development 
resources.  16  U.S.C.  section  127 
bility  imposed  by  section  5(d)  pi 
the  values  of  potential  wild  and 
aration  of  resource  management  pi 
Recognizing  that  responsibility 


ic  Rivers  Act,  16  U.S.C.  section 
1  agencies  to  consider  potential 
ional  river  areas  in  all  plan- 

f  water  and  related  land 
6(d).   The  planning  responsi- 
ainly  requires  the  BLM  to  assess 
Scenic  Rivers  during  the  prep- 
ans  pursuant  to  the  FLPMA. 
BLM  Manual  Section  l623.41A2d 
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A  common  failing  of  many  plans  is  that  the  initial  screening  of 
eligible  rivers  focuses  solely  upon  rivers  listed  by  the  National 
Park  Service  on  their  Nationwide  Rivers  Inventory  ("NRI") .   The 
BLM  is  not  limited  to  an  assessment  merely  of  those  rivers  listed 
on  the  NRI.   Although  the  NRI  provides  a  "primary  database,"  the 
Guidelines  state  that  "(IJisting  on  the  NRI  is  not  confirmation 
of  eligibility,  and  absence  from  the  NRI  does  not  necessarily 
indicate  noneligibility .  ••    Guidelines,  Section  V.C.I. 

Moreover,  as  BLM  planners  in  other  resource  areas  and  forest 
planners  on  National  Forests  have  frequently  found,  the  NRI  is 
far  from  a  complete  and  reliable  listing  of  potentially  eligible 
wild  and  scenic  rivers.   The  MRI's  listing  is  sharply  limited  by 
its  use  of  a  non-statutory  length  requirement  of  25  miies  ror 
river  segmentii  and  its  adoption  of  a  screen  for  streamside 
development  that  excluded  recreational  segments,  which  may  con- 
tain substantial  evidence  of  human  use,  altogether.   Further,  as 
a  very  practical  manner,  budget  constraints  precluded  a  compre- 
hensive examination  of  western  streams.   For  the  BLM  to  fully 
carry  out  its  responsibility  for  river  planning  and  assessment, 
it  must  take  its  own  hard  look  at  the  streams  and  rivers  on  its 
lands.   The  BLM  bears  ultimate  responsibility  for  the  protection 
of  the  resources  on  its  lands;  moreover,  the  BLM  staff,  at  the 
resource  area  and  district  level,  possess  tremendous  knowledge 
concerning  those  resources. 

In  order  to  protect  the  resource  values  and  character  of  its 
potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers  until  a  decision  is  reached 
regarding  their  designation,  BLM's  Guidelines  require  agency 
planners  to  establish  detailed  management  prescriptions.   The 
Guidelines  state:  "(TJhe  RKP  must  prescribe  the  protection 
(interim  management  prescriptions)  to  be  provided  for  the  river 
and  adjacent  public  land  area  pending  the  suitability  and,  when 
necessary,  subsequent  action  by  the  Congress.**   Guidelines, 
SecTiion  VIII. A. 3. a.,  at  p.  11. 

Specific  Comments 
1.  ElJqJLbiXUy 

The  evaluation  of  potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers  within  the 
Dixie  Resource  Area  does  not  meet  the  standards  ^«>qui rea  o^  law 
and  adminltttiativc:  direction.   The  uixie  planners  appear  to  have 
focusea  only  upon  the  NRI  as  a  source  of  potential  wild  and 
scenic  rivers.   See  RMP  at  45.   Thus,  only  segments  of  Deep  Creek 
and  the  North  Fork  of  the  Virgin  River  are  even  discussed  as 
potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers.   As  explained  above,  such  a 
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Identlflaa  wild  and  acenlc  river  recoMBendatione  as  a  possible 
determination  to  be  made  In  such  plans. 

To  provide  further  guidance  for  fulfilling  BLM's  planning 
responsibilities  for  potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers,  the 
agency's  Washington  office  on  July  2 i ,  1987  circulated 
Instruction  Memorandum  No.  87-615,  containing  draft  guidelines 
tor  identifying,  evaluating,  and  protecting  potential  wild  and 
scenic  rivers  on  BLM  lands.   That  guidance  was  promulgated  by  the 
Director  in  final  form  in  Instruction  Memorandum  Nd.  87-670  and 
the  attached  Guidelines  for  Fulfilling  Requirements  Qt  tht  Wjid 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (the  "Guidelines"),  issued  September  8, 

1988. 

Under  the  directions  established  in  the  Guidelines,  planning  for 
potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers  on  BLM  lands  follows  a  rela- 
tively straightforward,  three-step  procedure.   Each  BLM  resource 
management  plan  is  to: 

(1)  evaluate  the  eliaibilitv  of  potential  wild  and  scenic 
rivers  within  its  planning  area  for  inclusion  in  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  in  accordance 
with  the  criteria  set  forth  in  Section  1(b)  of  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (i.e.,  whether  the  river  is  free- 
flowing  and  possesses  one  or  more  "outstandingly 
remarkable"  values) ; 

(2)  determine  the  appropriate  classification  ("wild," 
"scenic,"  or  "recreational")  for  rivers  found  to  be 
eligible; 


(3)   assess  the  suitabilitv  of  such  rivers  for  inclusion  in 
the  national  rivers  system,  based  upon  the  public 
values  and  uses  that  would  be  enhanced  or  foreclosed  by 
such  protection,  the  degree  of  public,  state  and  local 
interest  in  designation,  and  practical  concerns 
regarding  costs  and  feasibility  of  administration. 

Guidelines,  Section  VIII,  at  9-12.   Until  a  final  decision  is 
reached  by  the  agency  and,  for  recommended  rivers,  by  Congress, 
BLM  is  to  protect  river  resource  values  and  characteristics 
through  specific  management  prescriptions  established  in  more 
detailed  recreation  area  management  plans  or  project  plans. 
Guidelines,  Section  IV. C,  at  p.  7,  Section  IX,  at  p.  20.   As  a 
substantive  decision  regarding  the  appropriate  management  of  a 
sensitive  area,  the  planners'  decision  regarding  suitability  must 
be  accompanied  by  environmental  analysis  pursuant  to  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  ("NEPA").   Guidelines,  Section  VIII. B. 
at  p.  15-16. 


COMMENT  LETTER  #95 


Mr.  David  Brine 
January  25,  1990 
Page  4 


narrow  focus  does  not  comply  with  BUI's  planning 
responsibilities. 

The  RMP  fails  to  address  the  eliqibilitv  of  any  other  stream 
within  the  resource  area.   fTe  believe  that  obvious  candidates 
incluoe  the  Virgin  River,  its  torlcs  ana  trioutarles,  Santa  Clara 
River,  Fore  Pearce  wash  and  West  Foric  Beaver  Dam  Wash.   Each  6t 
chese  streams  is  identified  in  the  plan  as  a  riparian  area. 
E.g. .  RMP  at   19  et  sea.  The  presence  or  absence  of  riparian 
habitat  is  not,  of  course,  a  factor  in  determining  the  eligi- 
bility of  a  river;  however,  it  is  one  of  the  only  sources  of  data 
within  the  Plan  which  identifies  free-flowing  streams.   Further, 
riparian  areas  in  the  arid  southwest  provide  critical  wildlife 
habitat  and  may  well  serve  as  an  indicator  of  outstanding  eco- 
logical and  fish  and  wildlife  values.   Additional  candidate 
rivers  may  be  found  among  those  areas  nominated  by  the  planning 
team  for  ACEC  consideration.   See  RMP,  Appendix,  at  202-203. 

The  Final  RMP  should  include  a  separate  identifiable  assessment- 
of  the  variouti  streams  and  their  values  examlried  ov  tnu  planners. 

American  Rivers  suggests  that  assessment  of  other  rivers,  streams 
and  creeks,  including  tributaries  and  headwaters,  within  the 
Dixie  Resource  Area  will  result  in  the  identification  of  other 
rivers,  streams  and  creeks  eligible  tor  inclusion  in  the  national 
wild  and  scenic  rivers  system. 

The  planners  must  undertake  a  serious  evaluation  of  the  free- 
flowing  streams  in  the  resource  area  to  determine  whether  they 
possess  one  or  more  outstandingly  remarkable  values  that  might 
gualify  them  for  inclusion  in  the  national  rivers  system.   The 
failure  of  the  Dixie  planners  to  consider  all  of  the  area's 
streams  exposes  those  with  high  values  that  may  be  eligible  for 
inclusion  in  the  wild  and  scenic  rivers  system  to  development 
that  can  significantly  degrade  their  values  a.nd  to  damming  or 
diversion  that  could  disqualify  them  for  future  consideration. 

a^ Santa  Clara  River 

The  RMP  states  without  explanation  that  the  Santa  Clara  River  Is 
not  free-flowing.   £sfi  RMP  at  45.   The  Final  RMP  should  state  the 
facts  which  support  this  conclusion. 

bi Virgin  River 

The  Final  RMP  should  to  state  the  facts  which  form  the  basis  of 
the  National  Park  Service's  conclusion  that  the  segment  of  the 
Virgin  River  between  Lake  Mead  and  Highway  17  is  not  eligible. 
See  id. 
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2.  River  corridors 

The  RMP  fails  to  identify  the  particular  width  of  the  river 
corriHors  used  to  studv  whether  oarticular  streams  meet  the 
eliqibility  standards  set  forth  in  the  Wild  ana  Scenic  Rivers 
Act,  i,e. .  one-quarter  mile  on  each  side  of  the  stream  or  larger 
if  necessary  to  protect,  outstandingly  remarKaLle  values. 

Failure  to  identify  the  widi-h  of  the  study  corridor  may  seriously 
prejudice  ootn  the  initial  eligibility  determinations  for  streams 
within  the  Resource  Area  and  BLM's  future  evaluation  of  their 
suitability  for  designation.   Eligibility  determinations  are 
required  to  reflect  the  resource  values  of  the  stream  itself  and 
the  lands  within  the  study  boundary;   arbitrarily  narrowing,  or 
even  Ignoring,  the  required  corridor  of  streamside  lands  may 
exclude  resource  values  that  should  be  evaluated  together  with 
the  values  of  the  stream  itself. 

3.  RMP  Fails  to  Establish  Detailed  Management  standards 

In  order  to  protect  the  resource  values  and  character  of  its 
potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers  until  a  decision  Is  reached 
regarding  their  designation,  BLM's  Guidelines  require  agency 
planners  to  establish  detailed  management  prescriptions.   The 
Guidelines  state:  "...  the  RMP  must  prescribe  the  protection 
(Interim  management  prescriptions)  to  be  provided  for  the  river 
and  adjacent  public  land  area  pending  the  suitability  and,  when 
necessary,  subsequent  action  by  the  Congress."   Guidelines, 
Section  VIII. A. 3. a.,  at  p.  11  (emphasis  added). 

The  Dixie  RMP  falls  to  establish  detailed  manaaement 
prescriptions  for  any  of  the  laentiriea  ootenriaj.  wild  and  scenic 
rivers  in  the  Kesource  Area,   'me  Kiif  iuei.eiy  si.at.es: 

Subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  interim 
protection  prevents  any  actions  that  would 
change  classification  from  wild  to  scenic  or 
scenic  to  recreational. 

RMP  at  45. 

Of  course,  Interim  protection  must  also  protect  the  eligibility 
of  streams  pending  a  determination  of  suitability.   The  failure 
of  the  RMP  to  set  forth  oarticular  manaaement  orescriptions  lor 
elTaible  and  suivabie  rivers  ^.n   a  aeiiciencv  wnicn  snuuid  66 
correcLeo  in  TTre  Flna'l  TOIP. 
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any  of  the  matters  set  forth  above,  please  do  not  hesitate  to 
communicate  with  me. 


cc:  Gary  Marsh 


The  wild  and  scenic  rivers  evaluation  was  conducted  In  accordance  with 
the  September  1988  Instructions  from  the  BLM's  Hashlngton  Office.  All 
river  segments  found  eligible  are  jointly  managed  with  other  agencies 
or  BLM  offices.  Therefore,  the  suitability  determinations  have  been 
deferred.  The  public  will  be  Invited  to  participate  when  suitability 
determinations  of  the  river  segments  are  made. 


See  also  the  appendix  and  Response  93-8. 
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The  BU4  Guidelines  address  In  detail  the  scope  of  management 
prescriptions  that  should  be  adopted: 

Specific  management  prescriptions  for  river  corridors 
Identified  from  the  NRI  list,  or  otherwise  identified  for 
study,  should  provide  protection  in  the  following  ways: 

1.  Free-flowing  values.   The  free-flowing  characteristics 
of  such  identified  river  segments  cannot  be  modified  to 
allow  stream  Impoundments,  diversions,  channelization, 
and/or  rip-rapping  to  the  extent  the  BLM  is  authorized  under 
law. 

2.  River  values.   Outstandingly  remarkable  values  of  the 
identified  river  segment  or  area  must  be  protected  (subject 
to  valid  existing  rights)  and,  to  the  extent  practicable, 
enhanced. 

3.  Classification  Impagtg.   Management  and  development  of 
the  identified  river  and  its  corridor  cannot  be  modified, 
subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  to  the  degree  that  Its 
eligibility  or  classification  would  be  affected  (I.e.,  Its 
classification  cannot  be  changed  from  wild  to  scenic,  or 
scenic  to  recreational) . 

Guidelines,  IX,  B. ,  at  1-20. 

American  Rivers  believes  that  the  Final  RMP  should  comply  with 
the  Guidelines  by  adopting  specific  interim  management  pre- 
scriptions concerning  prohibition  of  water  resource  development 
projects,  including  hydroelectric,  diversion  or  channelization 
projects,  timoer  accivicieb,  lecreationai  development,  burtace 
occuoancv  pronioitions,  road  management  <ttanaarri«4  and  other 
activities  wfTlch  mlgnt  affect  adversely  identinea  river  values. 

^ Interaoencv  agreements 

American  Rivers  commpnds  the  Dixie  Resource  Area  for  entering 
into  a  ioint,  studv  with  the  ParK  Servic»»  f>^   atuay  of  rivers 
Which  flow  across  lands  administered  dv  both  agencies.   Id. 

We  trust  these  comments  are  helpful  during  the  Resource 
Management  Plan  process.   We  look  forward  to  participating 
further  in  the  RMP  process.   If  you  have  any  questions  concerning 
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Re£: 


eWM-EA 


Mr.  David  Brine 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Dixie  Resource  Area 

225  North  Bluff  St. 

St.  George,  Utah   84770 


January  25,  1990 


Re:   EPA  review  of  the  Dixie 
Resource  Management  Plan 
Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.   A  rating  of  EC-2 
has  been  assigned. 

Dear  Mr.  Brine: 

in  accordance  with  our  responsibilities  under  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  ( NEPA )  and  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act   the  Region  VIII  office  of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  has  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(DEIS)  on  the  Dixie  Resource  Management  Plan  and  has  the 
following  comments  to  offer. 

Bureau  samples  taken  from  1976-1981  suggest  elevated  levels 
of  lead,  mercury,  cadmium,  arsenic,  TDS  and  hardness  'P^^e  '9' 
paragraph  one).   It  is  also  stated  that  maximum  tolerance  levels 
may  have  been  exceeded.   What  is  meant  by  maximum  tolerance 
Tevels?    In  addition,  there  is  no  indication  that  any  follow-up 
action  such  as  a  comprehensive  monitoring  °''°''^''"^^llj^^^".^. 
established- to  monitor  or  identity  the  causes  of  these  ^r-Hlems. 
This^pe  Of  monitoring  program  should  be  adoressed  in  the  DEIs. 

It  is  mentioned  on  page  19,  paragrapl.  two   that  |  "!J^or  gold 
mining  cyanide  leaching  operation  exists  In  the  East  Fork  Beaver 
Watershed.   Does  a  water  Quality  monitorlnq  program  relative  to 
this  Dro-iect  exist?   If  so,  wno  is  resuonsioie  tor  its 
impLmentafion?   The  DEIS  should  contain  r.,.  information  as  well 
as  a  tfeacription  of  the  program. 

Page  15  states  that  no  reliable  watershed  data  exists  for 
the  Dixie  Resource  Area.   In  order  to  maintain  or  enhance  the 
watershed  it  is  pertinent  to  know  the  current  ""^itions^ 
Otherwise,  there  Is  no  base  line  for  monitoring  to  determine  when 
a  corrective  action  is  needed. 

Discussion  of  restoration  of  mineral  extraction  areas  should 
be  included  in  the  DEIS. 

The  Grazing  Summary  on  pages  51,  52,  and  53  shows  ^  J^^Jl 
number  of  one  plsture  allotments  with  no  allowances  for  deference 
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or  rotation.   Some  ar«  used  during  all  or  a  good  portion  of  the 
growing  season.   East  Deep  Creek,  Park,  and  Magotsu  are  ot 
particular  concern  because  tnev  involve  rioarian  areas. 
Furthermore,  under  the  discussion  regaraing  riparian  habitat 
management  there  is  no  discussion  of  the  use  of  arizing 
strateaies,  only  liv^KtocK  sa  Itina  is  discus sea.   ii  this 
intormation  is  included  in  tne  riparian  policy  referenced  on  page 
104,  It  should  be  maae  a  part  or  tne  Hesource  Management  Plan. 

What  iR  the  criteria  being  used  for  ratinas  assigned  in  the 
narrative  section  in  taoie  J- i ,  pages  53  -  y i /   For  exflmnle  what 
constitutes  a  high  long-term  negj»tive  impact  rating  vertuo  a 
long-T.erm  moderace  negative  impact  racing? 

The  map  in  the  pocket  at  the  end  of  the  document  titled 
"Alternative  C"  is  confusing.   The  color  coded  blocks  designating 
areas  with  different  activities  are  equal  in  color  fox  defiignated 
wilderness  areas  and  land  disposal  a»-«ias.   The  gray  coJors  are 
too  similar  irom  i^"<»  en^de  rn  another,  we  suggest  a  niftcrent 
color  scneme  aitogeT.n»-r .   in  aaaition,  it  is  our  unaerstanolng 
thax,  tiiure  are  no  designated  wilderness  sites  in  the  state  of 
Utah  at  present,  <^ouia  i.h^  sTles  6«signci<.eu  os  wiaoerness  areas 
mean  wnaerness  study  areas? 

Based  on  the  procedures  EPA  uses  to  evaluate  the  adequacy  of 
the  information  in  the  DEIS,  the  DEIS  will  be  listed  in  the 
Federal  Register  In  category  EC-2.   This  means  that  EPA  has 
environmental  concerns  and  throuqh  the  review  identified 
environmental  impacts  that,  snouia  oe  avoioen  .m  oroer  zo    rnlly 
protect  tne  environment..   in  addition,  it  is  our  tinding  tnat  the 
DEIS  contains  irisurrj.rient  information  in  some  areas  to 
adeauatelv_^s^spe=  environmental  impacts.   An  explanation  of  our 
rating  system  is  attacned. 

The  EPA  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  review  this  DEIS,  and 
all  the  effort  which  went  into  its  preparation.   If  you  have  any 
questions  concerning  our  comments,  please  contact  either  me,  or 
Sandra  Silva  of  my  staff,  at  FTS  330-1699,  or  commercial 
(303)  293-1693. 


Sincerely, 


Robert   R.    DeSpain,    Chief 
Environmental    Assessment    Branch 
Water   Management   Division 


Maximum  tolerance  levels  are  a  State  of  Utah  water  quality  standard. 
No  point  sources  of  water  pollution  have  been  Identified  on  BLM 
administered  public   lands.     By  BLM  policy,   periodic  monitoring  and 
special   studies  are  to  be  conducted  In  accordance  with  a  District 
Hater  Quality  Plan. 


96.2  See  Response  94.5. 

96.3  See  Response  53.6. 

96.4  See  Response  34.2. 

96.5  See  page  159  of  the  Draft  RMP. 
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Mr.    David   Brine 

RMP  Tean  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Manageaent 

Dixie  Resource  Area 

225  North  Bluff  Street 

St.  George,  Utah   84  770 

Re:   COMMENTS  SOUTHERN  UTAH  WILDERNISS'  ALLIANCE  TO 
DRAFT  DIXIE  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

Dear  Mr.  Brine: 

On  behalf  of  the  Southern  Utah  Wilderness  Alllancs,  the 
following  comnenta  are  subaittad  for  your  consideration 
respecting  the  Draft  Dixie  Resource  Manage»snt  Plan  ("raHP") . 

First,  it  is  our  intention  to  sake  it  clsar  that  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  ("BUf**)  has  sade  significant  strides  In 
its  sensitivity  to  sanagenent  issues  within  the  Dixie  Resource 
Area.   It  is  evident  that  this  Draft  Plan  Is  the  result  of  a 
thoughtful  process.   That  Is  not  to  say,  however,  that  thm 
process  has  resulted  in  a  unlfomly  equitable  balancing  of 
interests  which  reflect  the  long  view  of  the  managssent  of  the 
resource  area. 

Moreover,  we  believe  that  the  agency  may  have  l>««n 
tlnld  In  some  cases  in  the  utilization  of  Its  authority  under  the 
Federal  Land  Planning  Management  Act  ("FLPMA")  and  other 
statutory  sources.   Nonetheless,  we  want  to  express  our  gratitude 
to  the  Tean  for  its  efforts  and  for  those  efforts  to  comm   as  the 
draft  is  finalized. 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 
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In  many  cases,  coDnents  bearing  on  one  aspect  of  the 
Plan  will  have  application  to  others.   In  the  interest  of  brevity 
and  readability,  those  will  not  be  repeated,  since  we  have 
abundant  faith  that  the  points  will  be  well  taken  without 
elaborate  exploration  and  redundancy. 

1.    Mining.   The  BLU  administers  620,165  acres  of  land 
within  the  resource  area.   As  we  understand  the  Alternative  "C" 
(the  preferred  Alternative),  only  29,595  acres  are  recommended 
for  closure  and  withdrawal  to  mineral  entity.   Alternative  "C" 
proposes  that  26,960  of  those  acres  occur  on  the  Beaver  Dam 
slope.   We  endorse  that  proposed  withdrawal  but  believe  that 
extensively  more  acreage  should  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry, 
particularly  in  the  Canaan  Mountain,  Cottonwood  Canyon,  Red 
Mountain,  L.aVerkin  Creek  and  Deep  Creek  areas. 

Your  studies  of  locatable  minerals  potential  suggest 
that  the  southwest  quadrant  of  the  resource  area  falls  within  the 
high  potential  category.   It  is  also  true  that  the  southwest 
quadrant  contains  some  of  the  most  significant  non-mineral 
resources  within  the  resource  area.   The  protection  of  these 
resources  from  the  depredations  of  mining  activities  is 
inplicitly  if  not  explicitly  acknowledged  in  your  draft.   While 
the  conflict  between  mining  and  other  uses  is  obvious,  we  believe 
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low  yield.   While  historical  data  for  mining  yields  particularly 
at  Silver  Reef  is  interesting,  it  does  not  accurately  reflect  the 
real  and  environmental  costs  now  associated  with  mining 
operations.   We  suggest  you  take  a  hard  look  at  Tenneco's 
Goldstrike  Cyanide  operations  at  the  headwaters  of  Beaver  Dam 
Wash,  as  a  good  example  of  what  is  to  cone  if  short  sighted 
management  Is  not  remedied. 

a.    Beaver  Dam  Wash.   On  page  19  of  the  Draft  you 
characterize  the  West  Fork  of  Beaver  Dam  Wash  as  a  "unique 
resource  within  the  DRA."   The  basis  for  your  conclusion  is  solid 
and  if  anything  understates  its  value.   You  state  that  the  area 
maintains  good  water  quality  and  the  stream  flows  support  both 
warm  and  cold  water  fisheries.   Stream  flows  are  also  evidently 
used  by  the  town  of  Hotoqua. 

The  wash  is  also  habitat  for  threatened  and  endangered 
species,  both  aquatic  and  terrestrial. 

The  cities  of  St.  George,  Santa  Clara  and  Ivins  are 
interested  in  the  use  of  ground  water  fields  communicating  with 
Beaver  Dam  Wash  as  sources  of  municipal  water  supplies.   It  is 
predictable  that  those  water  needs  will  increase  as  the 
population  grows.   Tenneco's  current  operation  on  the  East  Fork 
of  beaver  Dam  Wash  adversely  affects  the  values  on  the  West  Fork. 
There  is  evidence,  for  example  that  stream  flows  from  the  East 
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the  proposed  withdrawal  to  be  significantly  inadequate.   Striking 
the  balance  in  favor  of  mining  is  short  sighted. 

The  impact  of  mining  operations  is  clearly  inconsistent 
with  what  you  and  others  have  identified  as  the  demographic 
future  of  the  Dixie.   One  of  the  most  notable  (if  not  the  most 
notable)  management  challenge  in  the  Dixie  is  the  burgeoning 
increase  in  resident  human  population.   The  figures  are  stunning. 
While  your  projections  of  population  growth  through  the  year  2010 
are  enough  to  generate  significant  management  concerns,  those 
projections  may  well  be  low.   We  feel  confident  that  your 
projections  are  low  and  that  your  weighted  averages  should  be 
amplified. 

In  all  events,  this  growth,  as  you  well  recognize 
presents  grave  management  concerns.   It  seems  clear  that  people 
are  not  drawn  to  the  Dixie  for  mining  or  agriculture,  but  rather 
for  the  wildlife,  climatic  and  soiritual  values.   Mining 
conflicts  not  only  with  those  values,  but  also  cj)nflicts  with  the 
delivery  of  the  culinary  and  municipal  water  requirements  of 
communities  within  the  Dixie.   We  believe  that  the  Draft  fails  to 
adequately  address  and  explore  those  conflicts. 

In  fact  it  is  difficult  to  make  the  case  for  mining 
since  the  mining  technology  now  employed  is  highly  visible  and 
results  in  significant  environmental  impact  producing  relatively 
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Fork  and  the  West  Fork  commingle  at  certain  times  of  the  year  and 
that  threatened  and  endangered  species  of  minnows  may  find  their 
way  up  the  East  Fork.   Cyanide,  of  course,  is  a  potent  toxin  to 
fish. 

Moreover,  as  Tenneco  casts  a  venal  eye  over  the  ridge 
and  watershed  divide  to  the  West  Fork,  direct  impacts  are 
inevitable.   Consider  the  chilling  effect  of  a  cyanide  leaching 
operation  on  the  plans  of  local  communities  to  develop  municipal 
water  sources  from  the  wash.   Tenneco  is  also  proposing  the 
development  and  utilization  of  a  new  technology  which  will  permit 
it  to  exploit  sulf ide-laden  ore.   This  presents  significant 
possibilities  for  sulfate  pollution  of  ground  water. 

At  present,  Tenneco  is  operating  two  heap  leaching 
pads;  one  approximately  450  feet  by  200  feet  and  the  other 
approximately  200  by  150  feet.   They  have  made  application  to 
construct  a  new  pad  apparently  up  gradient  from  the  two  existing 
pads.   Tenneco  has  consistently  argued  that  the  safety 
requirements  imposed  by  the  State  of  Utah  to  protect  water 
resources  from  the  operation  are  too  rigorous  to  allow  for 
reasonable  (and  responsible)  economic  operation  of  the  leaching 
heaps.   This  attitude  is  clearly  expressed  in  correspondence 
between  Tenneco's  mine  manager  and  the  State  of  Utah  Department 
of  Health  Division  of  EnviroiUMntal  Health,  Bureau  of  Water 
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Pollution  Control.   W«  ara  attaching  harato  corraapondanca 
b«t%faan  Tannaco  and  tha  Stata  of  Utah  which  wa  ballava 
illuatrataa  Tannaco* a  attituda. 

Tannaco,  with  raapact  to  Ita  nawly  propoaad  pad,  doaa 
not  wlah  to  aaat  tha  raquiraaanta  iapoaad  on  tha  firat  two  pads 
by  tha  Stata  of  Utah.  For  axampla,  thay  do  not  wlah  to  compact 
tha  aubatrata  undarlying  tha  pad.  Thara  ara  othar  ragulatory 
rac^iraaanta  which  Tannaco  la  aaaking  to  avoid  In  tha 
construction  of  tha  naw  pad.  They  are  evidently  groualng  about 
being  required  to  sink  monitoring  wells  around  the  new  pad. 

The  records  of  tha  State  of  Utah  Bureau  of  Water 
Pollution  Control  indicate  that  at  least  a  half  a  dozen  leaks  of 
cyanide  aolution  have  occurred  at  Tenneco's  operation.   There  may 
be  others  we  have  not  identified.   We  are  also  concerned  that 
Tenneco  has  not  adequately  protected  the  pregnant  liquor  pond  or 
even  tha  barren  pond  froa  intrusions  by  wildlife.   The  records 
suggest  that  at  least  two  deer  have  been  killed  through  the 
ingestion  of  cyanide-impregnated  water.   We  believe  that  the 
impact  on  wildlife  of  this  operation  should  be  more  thoroughly 
examined  and  that  more  rigorous  regulations  be  imposed  upon 
Tenneco  not  only  by  the  state  but  by  the  BLM.   If  Tenneco 
continues  with  its  sulfide  ore  process  plans,  more  concerns  will 
be  raised. 
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unacceptable.   Additionally,  the  BUI  should  aggressively  seek  to 
impose  additional  stipulations  and  conditions  on  existing  leases 
where  possible.   Typically  the  BLM  has  not  utilized  the  full 
measure  of  its  powers  to  impose  additional  environmental 
stipulations  in  addition  to  written  stipulations  typically 
attached  to  the  leases.   We  therefore  believe  that  the  BLM  has 
been  timid  and  should  take  a  more  aggressive  posture  with  respect 
to  the  imposition  of  those  stipulations. 

3.  Off-Road  Vehicle  Travel.   We  believe  that  Off-Road 
Vehicle  (ORV)  interests  have  been  excessively  accommodated  under 
the  Plan.   We  believe  that  somewhere  in  the  neighborhood  of 
250,000  acres  should  be  closed  to  ORV  travel.   The  basis  for  this 
concern  and  comment  is  largely  as  set  out  with  respect  to  mining. 
ORV  travel  significantly  interferes  with  scenic  and  spiritual 
values  and  allows,  as  recognized  by  the  Plan,  harmful  intrusions 
and  impacts  on  threatened  and  endangered  species. 

4.  City  Creek  Canvon  Refuge.   City  Creek  Canyon  area 
near  St.  George  contains  valuable  flora  and  fauna  which  deserves 
protection  well  beyond  that  which  might  be  afforded  by  an  ACEC. 
We  therefore  suggest  that  the  team  investigate  the  possibility  of 
the  creation  of  a  wildlife  and  botanical  refuge  or  reserve  in 
this  area.   There  are  similar  examples  in  the  Sonoran  Gardens 
which  the  team  could  look  to  in  developing  this  proposal. 
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Tannaco  haa  alao  taken  tha  poaltlon  that  ita  oparatlon 
doaa  not  poaa  any  aarioua  watar  quality  dangara,  alnca  thara  ara 
no  Bpringa  down  gradlant  froa  tha  pad  and  axlating  watara  contain 
high  lavela  of  cadalua;  thay  augqaat  that  thair  addition  could 
not  make  nattars  woraa.   Thay  alao  argua  that  in  any  event  tha 
aquifer  is  unused  by  huaana.   Tha  aquifer  may  In  tha  future  ba 
uaed,  and  short-sighted  aanagaaant  may  in  tha  and  aarioualy 
compronise  the  ability  of  local  coaaunltiaa  to  davalop  aunicipal 
water  sources  from  the  wash. 

None  of  these  concerns  was  addressed  in  the  DRMP  and 
Draft  EIS.   Absent  significant  mineral  withdrawal  froa  tha 
resource  area,  thaaa  kinds  of  iapacts  can  ba  not  only  axpactad, 
but  would  be  predictable.   Tha  final  Raaourca  Managanant  Plan 
must  look  at  these  critical  isauas. 

2 ■   Oil  and  Gas  Exploration  and  DavalOD»ant .   We 
believe  that  the  current  Draft  ia  inadequate  in  that  it  doaa  not 
impose  a  sufficient  number  of  Non-Surface  Occupancy  (NSO)  acraaqa 
requirements.   We  suggest  that  the  Bureau  inpoae  NSO's  with 
respect  to  all  lands  within  tha  viewaheds  National  Park  areas  and 
the  mineral  withdrawal  areas  sat  out  in  a.  above. 

On  page  78  of  the  DRMP,  the  Blil  indicates  that  oil  and 
gas  leases  issued  prior  to  the  RMP  will  continue  to  be  managed 
under  the  stipulations  in  effect  when  issued.   This  is 
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5.  Utilltv  Corridors  and  Easements.   The  DRMP 
cavalierly  treats  the  existence  of  utility  corridors  as  if  for 
some  reason  the  Resource  Management  Plan  cannot  either  preclude 
or  significantly  alter  and  limit  such  corridors.   This 
implication  and  underlying  assumption  may  be  based  on  a  false 
legal  premise  and  the  Plan  should  consider  seriously  limiting  and 
truncating  such  corridors  and  addressing,  if  there  is  some 
concern,  the  legal  authority  of  the  BUl  to  do  so.   In  all  events, 
the  proposed  utility  corridors  and  easements  seem  excessively 
wide.   The  dimensions  of  those  corridors  are  not  supported  in  the 
DRMP  and  would  seem  not  to  meet  the  requirement  imposed  under 
FLPMA  that  such  corridors  and  easements  be  as  narrow  as  possible 
to  accommodate  the  necessities  of  those  intrusions.   We  therefore 
request  that  the  team  consider  a  narrowing  of  those  corridors. 

6.  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species.   The  DRMP  map 
sets  out  the  habitat  of  the  Desert  Tortoise.   We  have  reason  to 
believe  that  the  habitat  is  significantly  larger  than  that  set 
out  for  protection  under  the  DRMP.   We  therefore  question  the 
methodology  in  determining  that  habitat  by  animal  count  and  would 
request  that  the  team  reevaluate  its  definition  and  revisit  the 
determinations  it  has  made  in  that  regard.   It  also  appears  that 
the  possible  communication  of  stream  flows  from  the  East  and  West 
Fork  of  Beaver  Dam  Wash  has  not  been  analyzed  for  the  possibility 
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of  thraata  to  T&E  minnow  apaciaa  for  mining  operations.   We  would 
raquaat  your  focus  on  that  issue. 

7 .  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern .   We 
support  the  proposala  for  ACEC's  as  far  as  they  go  within  the 
ORNP.   Ne  do,  however  believe  that  additional  ACEC's  should 
categorically  be  created  along  the  perimeters  of  all  National  and 
State  Parks,   we  believe  this  on  the  assumption  that  by 
dafinition  those  areas  imoact  the  values  within  parks  and  as  a 
result  deserve  special  management  concern. 

8.  SRMp^.   The  SRMP  areas  are  fine  as  far  as  they  go. 
Hovaver,  we  aearched  in  vain  for  stipulations  more  precisely 
defining  their  use  as  attachments  to  the  DRMP.   The  BLM  should 
develop  those  stipulations  as  the  Resource  Management  Plan  is 
finalized  and  should  submit  those  to  Interested  parties  for  their 
perusal. 

9.  Diaooaal  of  Public  Lands.   As  a  general 
proposition,  FLPMA  aandatea  that  Federal  lands  not  be  subject  to 
disposal.  Ve   therefore  suggest  that  none  of  the  disposal  tracts 
identified  in  the  DRMP  be  subject  to  sale  but  rather  held  for 
poaaible  beneficial  exchanges  with  private  and  state  interests  to 
enhance  the  quality  of  the  Banagaaent  of  the  DRA. 

10.  Hazardous  Waata  Generation.   The  DRMP  states  that 
thara  are  no  hazardous  waste  generators  within  the  resource  area. 
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to  the  astablishaent  of  auch  righta-of-way.   If  the  BIi(  balievea 
that  it  is  required  to  simply  accept  either  the  bare  aaaartlon  of 
tha  County  or  others  advocating  R.S.  2477  without  the  requirement 
of  a  haaring,  with  attendant  proof  of  the  elemanta  of  that 
■tatut-a,  than  the  BIJf  has  adopted  a  fallacy  (and  a  gross  one). 

Horaovar,  the  Plan  also  saams  to  auggest  that  rights- 
of-way  for  accasa  to  private  and  atate  inholdinga  and  inhald  oil 
and  gas  laasaa  will  be  issued  upon  application  and  suggaata 
boldly  that  "by  law  theae  cannot  be  denied."   Thla  proposition  is 
alao  fallacioua  and  at  least  faila  to  admit  that  the  BUI  can 
iapose  aarioua  and  rigorous  raatrlctions  on  the  routing  and  uae 
of  auch  rights-of-way.   Thla  Plan  muat  addreas  thoaa  legal 
raqulraaanta  and  la  defective  in  that  it  haa  failed  to  do  ao. 

13.   Cultural  Raaourcaa.   The  National  Historic 
Praaarvatlon  Act  mandatea  that  the  Blil  nake  an  inventory  of  the 
raaourca  area  to  Identify  sites  which  are  eligible  for  Incluaion 
on  tha  National  Blatorlc  Raglatar.   Thla  obligation  la  an 
afflrwativa  ona  and  cannot  ba  diachargad  in  a  hit  and  miaa 
(inventory  as  It  oomes  up)  aathod.   Therefore  any  alternative 
ahould  addraaa  a  plan  of  systematic  Inventory  for  cultural 
r*aoure«s  in  order  to  comply  with  the  National  Hiatorlc 
Prasarvation  Act. 
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That  finding  may  not  be  accurate  since  the  EPA  Region  VIII  RCRA 
Master  Facility  List  suggests  the  existence  of  at  least  four 
facilities  within  the  Resource  Area.   While  facilities  may  not  be 
directly  located  upon  lands  administered  by  the  BUI,  possible 
spills  and  transportation  of  hazardous  material  could  seriously 
Impact  Federal  lands.   The  DRMP  should  readdress  that  issue. 

11.  Wilderness  Study  Areas.   Page  8  of  the  DRMP 
provides  that  "the  alternatives  In  the  RVP  will  disregard  WSA 
boundaries  and  determine  how  the  land  will  be  managed  if  released 
from  wilderness  review  by  Congress."   Any  alternative  should 
examine  management  of  proposed  WSAs  either  as  wilderness  and  as 
released  from  wilderness  review  by  Congress.   Failure  to  do  so 
may  involve  redundancy  in  planning  in  the  future  in  the  event  of 
designation  of  wilderness  status.   Therefore,  any  RMP  would  be 
fatally  defective  without  alternative  treatment. 

12.  Rights  Qf  Way-   Page  79  of  the  DRMP  address  rights 
of  way  and  so-called  R.S.  2477  road  systems.   The  legal 
assumptions  upon  which  the  Plan  is  based  could  virtually  occupy  a 
reply  as  long  as  the  Plan  itself.   First  of  all,  with  respect  to 
R.S.  2477  right  of  ways,  aHwir>ia<-r*»i\/o.  hearings  must  be  held  to 
determine  whether  such  rights-of-way  exist,  the  burden  of  proving 
which  is  on  the  county.   It  is  impossible  to  tell  from  the  Plan 
as  set  out  on  page  79  exactly  what  the  BLM  intends  with  respect 
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14.   AdOPt^Q"  Qf  CoBBfin*"?    Southern  Utah  Wilderness 
Alliance  also  adopts  the  comments  submitted  by  the  wilderness 
Society,  the  Sierra  Club  and  the  NPCA  to  the  extent  that  those 
Comments  are  not  expressly  inconsistent  with  those  set  out  in 
these  CouDents. 

In  conclusion,  we  wish  to  congratulate  the  BLM  and  its 
team  members  for  the  effort  and  sensitivity  demonstrated  in  the 
DRMP.   We  look  forward  to  working  with  the  team  for  a  final 
Resource  Management  Plan  and  pledge  our  cooperation  in  developing 
and  refining  any  of  the  subject  araaa  we  addraased. 


Sincerely, 


Hlchael  F. 

Staff  Attorney 

Southern  Utah  wlldemeas  Alliance 
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97.1  The  BUI  does  not  agree  that  all  NPS  viewsheds  should  categorically  be 
recomnended  for  withdrawal.  The  Zion  NP  viewshed  Is  eitenslve  and 
extends  well  beyond  the  boundary  of  the  DRA.  Much  of  the  viewshed 
close  to  Zion  NP  Is  protected  by  the  NSO  category  or  In  the  case  of 
HSAs.  P.L.  100-203.  which  prohibits  leasing. 

97.2  During  the  APD  phase  of  leasing,  the  public  has  an  opportunity  to 
comment.  The  BLM  can  require  additional  binding  stipulations  at  this 
point  of  the  process. 

97.3  City  Creek  Is  recommended  for  special  management  and  ACEC 
designation.  The  subsequent  management  plan  for  City  Creek  ACEC  would 
Include  wildlife/botanical  protection. 

97.4  See  Response  52.10. 

97.5  The  habitat  for  desert  tortoise  as  delineated  In  the  RMP  Is  the  best 
Inventory  Information  available  at  the  present  time.  It  Is  based  on 
Inventories  conducted  by  BLM  and  Utah  Division  of  midlife  Resources. 

97.6  No  T&E  fish  species  have  been  Identified  In  the  Beaver  Dam  Hash. 

The  RMP  designates  new  Special  Recreation  Management  Areas,  validates 
existing  SRMAs  and  prioritizes  and  schedules  SRMAs  for  development  of 
Recreation  Area  Management  Plans.  The  RMP  also  establishes  broad 
recreational  management  zones  In  accordance  with  the  Recreation 
Opportunity  Spectrum  (ROS)  system. 

97.8  Exchanges  are  the  preferred  method  for  disposal  of  public  lands.  The 
Proposed  Plan  Imposes  a  moratorium  on  competitive  sales  for  three 
years  from  plan  Implementation  to  allow  Interested  parties  to  Initiate 
exchange  procedures.  After  three  years,  the  BLM  may  initiate  sales 
only  on  those  tracts  meeting  the  sale  criteria.  Like  all  disposals, 
they  can  take  place  only  after  environmental  review  of  the  specific 
sale  or  exchange  action. 

97.9  The  sites  In  question  are  not  located  on  public  land. 

97.10  The  BLM  retains  the  authority  to  define  routes  and  Impose  terms  and 
conditions  on  rights-of-way  pursuant  to  applicable  Federal  or  State 
laws  and  as  deemed  necessary.  All  rights-of-way  are  fully  evaluated 
prior  to  Issuance. 

97.11  See  Response  84.2 
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Mr.    David   Brine  ■ii8i»iBiU|tt|l»2|3(4|5|6 

Dixie  Resource  Area  1 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  ■ 

225  N.  Bluff  Street 
St.  George,  UT   84770 

Dear  Mr.  Brine: 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Dixie  Draft  RMP 

and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

First  of  all  we  believe  th*  oil  end  9*«  pot«atlal  tiMm  ^man 
largely  underetated.  Although  little  production  has  occurred 
from  the  area  to  date,  the  fact  that  a  significant  thictcnese  of 
porous  sedimentary  rocks  exists  with  important  stratigraphlc 
variability  is  unquestioned.  Combining  this  with  the  large 
number  of  anticlinal  features  present  and  faulting  of  varying 
age  could  set  up  combination  traps  of  significant  potential. 
The  existence  of  mature  source  rocks  and  evaporites  which  could 
act  as  seals  to  migration  are  also  known  in  the  region. 
Therefore,  the  low  potential  given  for  ■©•t  at  Um  mmm^  i« 
overly  pesBlnlBtic. 

An  obvious  result  of  the  above  assessment  is  the  decision  in 
the  Preferred  Alternative  (C)  to  expand  the  NSO  stipulations  to 
2  2%  of  the  BUI  lands.  Thie  ie  •irtrq»e  and  we  would  suggest 
that  the  NSO  stipe  b«  replaced,  where  possible,  viXJn  AOaa  Qg 
other  protective  but  lese  reetriotiv*  iisi gmati ins.  Total 
lock-out  would  then  be  avoided  and  exploration  could  still 
proceed  in  these  areas  under  the  RMP  if  warranted  by  future 
knowledge  and  economics. 

Thank  you  again  for  the  opportunity  to  be  a  part  of  the 
planning  process. 

Very  truly  yours, 
R.  K.  Bitter 


Sidiary  of  USX  Corpofalio 
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The  Information  presented  Is  the  most  accurate  available.     Based  on 
the  BLM's  ratings  and  professional  judgement,  there  Is  no  specific 
evidence  to  support  a  high  potential.     Drill  data  Is  very  meager 
throughout  the  DRA. 

The  NSO  category  reflects  Important  known  resources  requiring 
protection  from  surface  disturbances.     Other  restrictive  categories 
were  considered,  but  determined  to  be  adequate  or  overadequate  to 
prevent  surface  disturbances.     The  NSO  category  generally  conforms 
with  other  discretionary  surface  protection  measures  prescribed  for 
other  resource  uses  on  Threatened  and  Endangered  habitat.  ROS 
Primitive  areas,   riparian  areas.   Important  aquifers  and  viewsheds. 
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RESPONSE 

See  Response  to  Letlers  #12  and  #13. 
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January  25,  1990 


Mr.  David  Brine 
Dixie  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
225  North  Bluff  Street 
St.  George,  UT  84770 

Dear  Mr.  Brine: 

On  behalf  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  Oil  &  Gas  Association  (RMOGA),  I  offer  the 
following  coimients  on  the  Draft  Dixie  Resource  Management  Plan/Envlronmentat 
Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS).  RMOGA  Is  a  trade  association  with  hundreds  of 
members  who  account  for  more  than  90X  of  the  oil  and  gas  exploration,  production 
and  transportation  activities  In  the  Rocky  Mountain  West.  Consequently,  we  have 
a  vital  Interest  in  how  such  activities  will  be  managed  on  public  lands. 
Planning  is  directly  related  to  this  concern  and  it  is  important  to  ensure  that 
planning  documentation  is  adequate  to  survive  legal  challenge. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  RMP  and  EIS  for  the  Dixie 
Resource  Area.  We  appreciate  the  fact  that  the  BLM  prepared  a  concise  planning 
document  and  that  decisions  were  made  to  open  previously  closed  public  lands  to 
oil  and  gas  leasing.  However,  we  are  concerned  that  energy  resources  have  not 
been  afforded  adequate  attention  In  the  planning  documents.  While  we  are  aware 
that  the  Dixie  Resource  Area  has  limited  potential  for  energy  resources,  some 
areas  do  contain  significant  potential  for  exploration  and  possibly  development. 
Since  the  BLM  has  the  responsibility  for  determining  which  of  its  lands  will  be 
leased  as  well  as  for  overseeing  oil  and  gas  operations,  we  believe  the  final 
planning  documents  should  more  fully  address  such  activities. 

We  are  concerned  that  the  planning  documents  do  not  describe  the  standards 
and  guidelines  which  would  be  applied  to  oil  and  gas  operations  In  the  area. 
Companies  planning  to  conduct  exploration  and  development  activities  in  the 
Resource  Area  must  be  given  an  Indication  as  to  the  types  of  general  guidelines 
they  must  follow.  For  example,  it  Is  Important  to  describe  any  special  reading 
requirements  which  the  BLM  Intends  to  Implement,  typical  mitigation  measures 
which  may  be  necessary  should  also  be  described,  and  general  reclamation 
procedures  which  the  BLM  belelves  must  be  followed  should  be  described. 


=  January  25,  1990 

^£  Mr.  David  Brine 

aSB  Dixie  Resource  Area 

^5  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

^s  page  two 


This  Information  Is  Important  if  the  planning  document  Is  to  serve  as  the 
leasing  document  as  well  as  the  document  which  provides  guidance  on  how 
activities  on  leases  will  be  managed.  Not  only  will  It  indicate  to  the  oil  and 
gas  Industry  what  to  expect,  it  will  provide  the  public  with  a  greater 
understanding  of  the  BLM's  role  in  administering  oil  and  gas  activities. 

In  order  to  meet  the  minimum  requirements  of  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  (NEPA),  we  strongly  recomnend  that  the  final  planning  document 
contain  a  general  description  of  the  various  stages  of  oil  and  gas  activities, 
from  leasing  to  plugging  and  abandonment.  A  good  example  of  the  type  of 
discussion  we  believe  is  necessary  can  be  found  In  the  recently  released  Draft 
San  Luis  RMP  In  the  Canon  City  District,  Colorado.  This  Information  should 
either  be  included  as  an  appendix  or  Incorporated  Into  the  section  of  the  plan 
which  discusses  environmental  consequences  of  the  proposed  action.  We  fully 
believe  that  Inclusion  of  this  generic  Information  will  make  the  RMP  more 
defensible  if  it  happens  to  be  challenged  by  protest  or  litigation. 

The  planning  document  should  also  include  discussions  relating  the  economic 
benefits  of  oil  and  gas  operations  to  federal  and  state  governments  as  well  as 
local  communities.  These  discussions  should  describe  revenue  gained  from  lease 
rentals  and  bonuses  as  well  as  royalties  and  taxes  paid  to  federal  and  state 
treasuries  as  a  result  of  oil  and  gas  operations.  It  is  important  to  illustrate 
that  oil  and  gas  operations  substantially  contribute  to  national,  state  and 
local  economic  stability  and  well-being. 

One  last  Item  which  requires  clarification  is  that  the  two  tables  which 
display  the  leasing  classification  by  alternative  as  well  as  by  potential  do  not 
add  up  to  the  same  total  figures.  While  not  a  major  flaw,  this  discrepancy 
should  be  rectified  In  the  final  RMP/EIS. 

Again,  we  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  provide  you  with  our 
recommendations  regarding  the  Dixie  planning  documents.  Please  contact  me  if 
you  have  any  questions  or  would  like  to  discuss  our  comments  in  greater  detail. 

Sintierely, 


Ante  Frell  Benltez 
Public  Lands  Director; 


RESPOHSE 

100.1   See  tnc  appendix  for  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  Standards. 
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Subject: 


Comments  on  Draft 
Area  RMP.  1989 


Dixie  Resource 


Dear  Mr.  brine: 

On  behalf  of  the  Utah  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club,  I  am 
very  pleased  to  enclose  thp  following  comments  on  the 
Dixie  RMP's  draft  EIS.  In  general,  the  Sierra  Club 
supports  Alternative  C  as  recommended  by  your  staff. 
By  implementing  our  proposed  comments,  the  over a 1 1 
purpose  of  the  management  plan  will  be  strengthened 
and  the  ability  to  meet  specific  conservation  oriented 
objectives  will  be  facilitated. 

We  also  want  to  thank  you  for  meeting  with  us  on 
January  16  in  Salt  Lake  City.  It  was  very  helpful  to 
discuss  our  concerns  with  you  and  the  Cedar  City 
District  staff.  We  hope  this  kind  of  productive 
dialogue  can  continue  throughout  the  RMP  process  and 
subsequent  activity  plans. 

Sincerely, 


(^%£\^^  SikhA<_^ 


Christine  Osborne 

Public  Lands  Resource  Specialist 

Utah  Chapter  Sierra  Club 

1536  East  3080  South 

Salt  Lake  City.  UT  84106 


I_ntroduct_ion 

The  comments  submitted  he rein  represent  the  Utah  Chapter  of  the 
Sierra  Club  concerning  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
the  Dixie  Resource  Area,  U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  as  issued 
1  n  December  1 989 .  They  were  postmarked  on  January  26,  1990  as 
required  by  the  document. 

Atte.rnatwe  Support 

The  Sierra  Club  supports  draft  Alternative  C  except  as  explained 
and  identi f ied  in  these  comments . 

FJ.uid_  Miiier^l_s_  Leasing 

While  we  find  the  recommended  oil  and  gas  leasing  categories  to  be 
an  improvement  over  present  management ,  there  are  important 
resources  wi thin  the  Dixie  Resource  Area  that  are  not  adequate  1 y 
protected  by  the  categor i es  proposed  in  Alternative  C. 

According  to  the  Dixie  RA  RMP,  "'known  resources  within  the  Resource 
Area  are  not  sigm  f icant . . .High  potent i al  for  oil  and  gas  occurs 
on  6940  acres. *(pg  21).  It  also  points  out  that  "leasable  minerals 
have  never  been  significant  social  or  economic  cons  i derations  in 
the  Dixie  RA .  "  (pg  64).  Given  the  lack  of  economically  recoverable 
oil  in  the  area,  we  recommend  tighter  restr ictions  on  surface- 
disturbing  act ivi  ties  in  several  important  areas . 

We  support  the  proposed  closure  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  on  the 
Beaver  Dam  Slope  ACEC ,  but  request  that  the  designation  not  be 
hinged  to  mineral  withdrawl.  One  should  not  be  dependent  upon  the 
other  for  implementation.  Since  the  map  on  pg  24  identifies  this 
area  as  low  potential   for  oil   and  gas ,   there  would  be  no 
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COMMENT  LETTER  #101 


101.1 


significant  economic  impact  from  complete  closure.  This  would 
ensure  adequate  protection  from  developmental  impacts  for  this 
cr i  t ical  area. 

We  are  disturbed  by  the  proposed  reduction  of  closed  areas  from 
present  management  prescriptiona.  The  leasing  categories  on  Red 
Mountain,  Canaan  Mountain,  and  the  Deep  Creek  area  are  converted 
from  "no  leasing'  to  "no  surface  occupancy"  without  explanation. 
According  to  Alternative  A,  these  areas  were  closed  to  leasing  due 
to  "wi Iderness  (2.635  acres) .  f rai 1  watershed,  and  recreation 
uses. "  {pg  160).  Yet  Alternative  C  fai Is  to  mention  any 
justification  for  removing  these  areas  from  the  more  restrictive 
leasing  category.  In  fact,  judging  by  the  maps,  portions  of  the 
areas  that  were  previously  dosed  are  now  open  to  leasing  without 
any  kind  of  special  restrictions.  This  is  apparent  around  the  Deep 
Creeks.  Red  Mountain,  Caanaan  Mountain  and  the  Beaver  Dam 
wi Iderness  Areas. 

we  recommend  as  a  minimum  Category  3  no  surface  occupancy  for  all 
ACECs  to  protect  important  resource  values.  Alternative  C  offers 
no  protection  from  oi  1  and  gas  activities  on  the  Little  Creek 
Mountain  ACEC  despite  the  important  cultural  resources  that  would 
be  damaged  by  surface  disturbing  activities.  The  RMP  states  that 
the  high  density  riverine  and  Little  Creek  Mountain  Anasazi 
areas... qualify  for  conservation  area  management  that  woul  d 
maintain  their  present  condition  and  protect  them  from  conflicting 
land  or  resource  uses.  '  ( pg  48).  No  justification  for  a  lack  of  oil 
and  gas  stipulations  to  protect  the  cultural  resources  of  this  area 
were  g i ven .  We  a  1  so  recommend  that  the  Category  2  spec i a  1 
stipulations  be  expanded  to  protect  more  of  the  critical  big  game 
habitat/fawning  and  calving  areas  as  indicated  on  the  map  on  pg  57. 

Mention  is  made  of  closing  the  City  Creek  ACEC  to  oil  and  gas 
leasing  on  pg  144,  yet  we  can  find  no  other  reference  to  this  in 
the  RMP,  including  the  fluid  mineral  recommendations  for 
Alternative  C  f pg  146) . 


In  the  absence  of  criteria,  we  wish  to  suggest  the  following: 

(1)  Prohibit  surface  patenting  of  land  within  the  Resource 

Area.  Since  the  RMP  proposal  seeks  to  acquire  lands  with 
important  resource  values,  the  subsequent  loss  of  lands 
due  to  surface  patentivig  would  be  counterproductive. 

(2)  Require  plans  of  operation  to  fully  addrsas  and  mitigate 
impacts  of  the  production  and  disposal  of  hazardous 

mining  waste  over  the  life  of  the  mining  operation. 

Much  of  the  current  hard  rock  mining  in  the  Resource  Area 
involves  cyanide  heap  leaching  for  gold,  which  can  pose 
unacceptable  hazards  to  wildlife  and  water  quality.  For 
example .  important  riparian  areas  in  West  Fork  and  East 
Fork  Beaver  Dam  Wash  could  be  contami nated  by  future 
mining  activities  in  the  vicinity.  While  spec lal 
stipulations  for  oil  and  gas  leasi ng  activities  are 
proposed  for  water  protection  zones  and  the  Navajo 
aquifer,  no  such  stipulations  are  identified  for  hard 
rock  mining  byproducts.  High  potential  gold  and  si  1 ver 
areas  overlap  these  important  water  resources ;  strong 
restrictions  are  necesary  to  adequate  1 y  protect  water 
quality  from  heavy  metal  contamination. 


=       1014 


Ml 


imum  requi rements  to  protect  resource 
1 ronmental  damage  i  nc 1 ude : 


values  from 


Rainfall  management  to  prevent  spillage  of  leaching 
solution  in  the  case  of  flash  flood 


(b)   Surface  water  diversions  around  mining  activities 
to  avoid  runoff  into  waterways 


( c  )   Mon 1  tor  1 ng   wel Is    to    test    for    groundwater 
contamination 


LQCatable  ^Minerals 

The  RMP  fails  to  address  several  important  aspects  to  protection 
,f  resources  with  regard  to  the  development  of  mining  claims.  While 
the  RMP  will  be  used  "to  the  develop  special  conditions  to  apply 
to  mining  operations  or  annual  assessment  work  approved  under  a 
plan  cf  operations,  regardless  of  whether  the  claim  was  located 
before  or  after  adoption  of  the  RMP'  (  pg  79).  no  specific  criteria 
was  Identified  m  the  plan  that  would  safeguard  valuable  resources. 
This  lack  of  specifics  undermines  the  capability  of  this  RMP  to 
effectively  monitor,  control,  and  mitigate  impacts  to  other 
resource  values  as  a  result  of  mining. 


(d)  Wildlife  protection  which  would  prevent  any  access 
to  tai 1 ing  ponds  and  leaching  sol ut ions 

(e)  Leak  monitoring  throughout  the  piping  system  and 
liners;  the  system  should  be  shut  down  at  the  first 
sign  of  leakage  and  Immediate  repairs  made 

(f )  Reclamation  of  the  surrounding  area,  effective 
capping  of  tailings  {impermeable  clay  layer),  and 
runoff  protection . 

(  g )   Permanent  mom  tor ing  after  completion  and  closure 
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COIVWENT  LETTER  #101 


of  mining  operation 

Bonding  and  a  detai led  pi  an  of  reclamation  should  be 
included  in  all  plans  of  operation.  The  reclamation 
should  include  contouring  to  restore  the  area  to  its 
or  1 ginal  condi  tion,  revegetation  with  native  plants, 
capping  and  disposing  of  hazardous  materials.  and 
reclamation  of  haul  roads  built  to  access  the  mine  site. 


surface  disturbing  acti vi  ties  1 imi tat ions  that  would  protect  the 
area  from  mineral  mater lals  disposal  aside  from  its  ACEC 
des 1 gnation. 


We  support  mineral  withdrawl  in  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  ACEC,  but 
would  like  to  request  that  the  mineral  withdrawl  be  extended  to 
include  the  entire  56.030  acres  of  endangered  tortoise  habitat  on 
the  Beaver  Dam  Slope. 

We  also  propose  that  areas  designated  as  Category  3  NSO  for  oil  and 
gas  leasing  in  the  Resource  Area  be  subject  to  mineral  withdrawl. 
The  cr 1 ter 1  a  for  fluid  ml nera 1 s  NSO  cou Id  appl y  equal  1 y  to 
locatable  minerals  in  these  environmentally  sensitive  areas. 

I  We  request  that  plans  of  operation  be  prepared  for  activities  in 

threatened  and  endangered  species  habitat.  Presently  the  3809 

1017'  ''®9^^3tions  only  go  into  effect  in  ACECs,  ORV  closure  areas,  and 

•  i  operations  over  the  five  acre  limit.   This  requirement  for  a  plan 

I  of  operation  In  T«E  habitat  would  protect  areas  not  presently 

I  within  the  3809  parameters  from  smal ler  mining  operations  which 

I  could  inflict  considerable  negati ve  impacts . 

(  We  want  to  extend  this  request  for  plans  of  operations  to  include 
101.8  I  important  watershed  and  riparian  areas.  This  would  provide  greater 
i  protection  for  water-related  values  within  the  Resource  Area. 

There  should  be  an  opportunity  for  public  review  of  plans  of 
operation  with  adequate  time  for  response.  These  env  i  ronmental 
analyses  should  examine  the  cumulative  impacts  of  past  and  future 
mining  in  addition  to  the  current  project  considerations. 

Mineral  Materials 

We  support  restrictions  on  mineral  material  sales,  but  are  unsure 
of  what  they  entail.  In  order  for  us  to  comment  on  the  viability 
of  these  restrictions  we  need  to  know  exactly  what  prohibitions 
they  encompass  and  how  these  will  protect  the  resources  of  a  given 

iarea.  Do  the  surface-disturbing  restrictions  which  limit  mineral 
mater  1 al  sal es  mean  these  areas  are  c losed  to  mi neral  mater i al 
retrieval ? 

I  Whi le  the  recommendation  In  Alternative  C  outl ines  the  1 Imlted 

10110   mineral  materials  sales  areas.  It  fails  to  include  all  the  ACECs 

I  as  is  stipulated  on  pg  142.   Little  Creek  Mountain  ACEC  has  no 
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101  12 


101.13 


Riahts  of_j*ay 

apprec .  ate  c  1  ar ,  f  ,  cat ,  on  .     Wha t  dec^s ,  on  ?.  °"    "'S*    '  50 .       w.    wou  1  d 
do   the   differences    ,n    the   numbers    Represent?        '  ''^°P°3ed  and  .hat 

a:o,drce"'°r:.3™a'nd°:;h^:r^-et^;:'T;-seV?n"*- 

hegat.vely  'mpacted  by  such  ,  ntrusTons^anrt  ?."  "*"""^  """'"^  "e 
not  very  successful.  We  "eauLr  f  ^r,  .  J"'  '''^"'' "  "^" '°"  ' » 
incorporate  in  the  F?MP  criter^!^^  h  \  ^^  ^^**  develop  and 
for  ROWS  Which  would  wel^h  %sour?e  ^aVu^^  '"  '"-°C"«'h9  requests 
the  proposed  rights-of-way  Th"s  wou?d  -?  ^^f"^'  "^^^  '-"Pacts  of 
OF  reasonable  discretion'  p.ie'lTn  Ik  noV^  ^'"'^  application 
19  10.)  in  making  these  decisions. 

According  to  the  RMP .  "Riahts  of  w»„  f„ 

state  inholdings,  mheld  oVl  ,nrt  „VL  t  ^^'^^^^  to  private  and 
nroducing  wells  are  processed  and  ,«  h^"'^  '  """  B'PeHnes  for 
these  cannot  be  denied  Rights-ofwlv^or"""  '"'^"-"'on;  by  law 
similarly  will  not  be  denied  ng  79?  hIh  ^""""^^  """^  "^"^^  --"ads 
Identified  rights-of-way  avoidance  areas  andT  '^'"^  "-"^^'ate  with 
values  protected  under  this  system'  "''^   important  land 

tj:  cruntr.rk?,Ved's^tre'rR^rr?.^77^"  -=-"'"  -<^  ~- 

The  recent  IBLA  dec  is  ,on  ,  IBL  A  e^lioft  on  A^rh^r'^""-  '  '  '  "=9  '"• 
the  controversial  nature  of  the  R^  -.a,,  j^  Canyon  identified 
BLM's  responsibilities  !uh  regard  tn^h  <!«= '  9nat  ions  and  the 
system,  since  the  legal . t  and  valid^?  the  state's  Class  D  road 
policy  has  not  yet  been  re.  'vedn  court  .*  ^'"'^  "^  '""  ^°" 
to  implement  automatic  naht-rf  „.J  ^°      Z'     ^    seems  presumptuous 

roads  until  this  matter  h„  been  d^^rided  ''"^™'"^''°"  "^  "S  2477 


Central  to  the  deb,,le  o,  t 

the  BLM  is  requi.ecJ  to 
furthermore. there  are  gue-t 
.he  8LM  .nvent.ry  system  fo 
statute  that  we  know 


101  14l 


ntlnfnr»'  ^'^'"  ""^ '  ««9ement  of  RS  24  7  7 
mainiTin  "°'"'®"^  'Sit  mandated  that 

,ns  a^  to  u.r.^'^'""^''  "designated  roads, 
r.artli  "  constitutes  3  road  under 
roadless  areas  and  the  agency  has  no 
-equlres  them  to  be  involved 


maintenan.e  of  cldim'e'd  R'q  p1'-V''r  ''""""as  them  to  be  involved  in 

°-,.e ..  the  SCO-  o;t^^;:--- i^r;t---^thi 


this  terminology  be  excised  from  the  Final  RMP. 

mi  id  *^®  "^®°  request  that  the  width  of  the  IPP  utility  rights-of-way 
10115   corridor  be  reduced  within  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  ACEC  to  protect 
I  important  resource  values  and  to  minimize  conflicts. 

Lands 

We  support  the  objectives  of  the  land  acquisition  proposal  outlined 
in  Alternative  C.  However,  the  implementation  process  described  in 

the  Append  i  X  is  very  vague .  as  i  s  the  budgetary  al  1  ocat  i  on .  Me 

=  101  16  ""epuest  a  more  thorough  description  of  this  aspect  of  the  land 
disposal/acquisition  process  in  the  Final  RMP.  We  cannot  support 
the  land  disposals  until  we  see  how  they  compare  to  the  timetable 
for  land  acquisitions  to  ensure  that  we  do  not  lose  land  in  the 
Resource  Area  at  a  faster  rate  than  we  acquire  it. 

While  the  Appendix  listing  lands  for  acquisition  identifies  the 
benefitting  activity  resultant  from  the  acquisition,  we  were  unable 
to  find  more  specific  information  on  how  these  areas  would  be 
managed  to  ensure  protection  of  resource  values  (we  did  note  the 
generalized  mitigative  measures  described  on  pg  190).  We  request 
I  that  a  more  detailed  explanation  of  management  plans  for  acquired 
'I  lands  be  included  in  the  Final  RMP 

:  We  request  that  land  disposals  be  subject  to  an  Environmental 
Assessment  which  includes: 

( 1 )  A  review  of  important  natural  resource  values  so  that 
lands  wi  1  1  not  be  traded  for  properties  of  lesser 
qual I ty . 

B 

(2)  All  wildlife,  cultural  val-ues  and  watersheds  on  the 
targeted  land  be  evaluated  tn  comparison  to  other  nearby 
BLM  propert les . 

I  In  addition,  it  is  important  for  the  BLM  to  sell  lands  only  at  a 
I  fair  market  pr ice . 

C.I  1  tural  Resources 

The  RMP  estimates  that  over  10.000  prehistoric  sites  are  found  in 
the  Dixie  Resource  Area  ( pg  46 )  .  It  ack  now  leges  that  whi  le 
vandal  ism  is  a  major  and  ongoing  problem  in  the  DRA .  no  fof  mal 
enforcement  program  exists  to  effectively  provide  protection 
from  vandal  ism.  (pg  48)  In  addition,  the  RMP  observes  that 
virtual  ly  all  the  large  BLM  sites  have  been  vandal  i  zed  and 
probably  80  percent  have  been  severely  damaged."  ( pg  47)  With  the 
'arge  number   of   cultural   sites   present   in  the  3.re<>.      a  more 
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comprehensive  n 
to  protect  the 


fiagement  p Ian  shou Id  be  designed  and  implemented 
Bsource . 


101.20 


Yet  the  RMP  recommends  to  continue  current  management .  wi th  some 
addi tional  development  and  interpretation  of  "su i table  si tes .  ' 
According  to  the  RMP.  the  p  r  eh  i  story  resource  in  the  DRA  i  s 
presently  managed  for  information  potential  and  is  protected  by 
physical  and  admin i strati ve  means  until  the  potential  is  rea 1 i zed 
through  appropriate  study.  Present  management  does  not  appear  to 
be  protecting  the  resource  since  a  majority  of  the  cultural  sites 
have  been  looted  or  damaged,  we  request  that  the  final  RMP  include 
a  more  detailed  plan  for  protection  and  identification  of  cultural 
resources  in  the  DiAie  Resource  Area.  This  should  include  a  formal 
enforcenient  program  to  protect  the  area  from  vandal  ism.  If 
budgetary  constraints  hamper  enforcement  efforts,  more  restrictions 
(e.g.  ORV  closure)  should  be  instituted  to  protect  the  resource. 


We  request  that  identified  cultural  sites  found  outside  cultural 
ACEC  boundar les  and  npar lan  zones  be  protected  from  surf ace- 
disturbing  activities.  This  can  be  accompl  i  shed  by  NSO  oil  and 
gas  leasing  categories,  ORV  closure,  mineral  materials 
restr ict ions,  r i ght-of-way  avoidance ,  and  3809  regulations 
governing  mining  plans  of  operation  regardless  of  size. 

Th«  establ Ishment  of  four  ACECs  to  protect  cu I tural  values  is  a 
good  start.  The  restrictions  in  these  ACECs  will  help  protect  these 
areas  from  surface  disturbing  activities.  We  are  concered  that  no 
real  restrictions  are  in  place  for  the  Little  Creek  Mountain  ACEC, 
particularly  since  the  RMP  states  that  "Little  Creek  Mountain 
Anasazi  area(6)...qualif(ies)  for  conservation  area  management  that 
would  ma in ta in  (its)  present  condition  and  protect  ( 1 1 )  from 
conflicting  land  or  resource  uses."  ( pg  48).  The  Little  Creek 
Mountain  ACEC  should  have  the  same  level  of  restrictions  as  the 
other  three  cultural  resource  ACECs,  particularly  with  regard  to 
onv  use. 

Al though  1 imi ting  ORv  use  to  ex i sting  roads  and  trails  provides 
some  protection  for  cultural  resources,  motorized  access  to 
undeveloped  cul tural  resources  increases  the  opportuni ties  for 
looting  and  vandalism.  We  recommend  ORV  closure  in  the  cultural 
resource  ACECs  to  provide  maximum  protection  against  these 
dastructive  activities. 


ndation  to  otitai 


Soi 1  Air-Water-Riparian 

we  support  the  BLM's  r 
protect  instream  flow  needs,  we  also  support 
in  compl lance  with  the  Clean  Water  Act. 
however,  with  activities  that  occur  in  ripar 
immmedi ate  riparian  habitat  which  could  have 
on  'ts  quality.  We  recommend  i ncreas i ng 
riparian  areas  to  one  mile  (one-half  mile  fri 
greater  protection  from  non-point  pollution. 


water 


ights  tn 


nanagement  obiectives 
There  arB  concerns . 
an  zones  outside  the 
a  si  gni f leant  impact 
the  buffer  zone  i  n 
im  center)  to  provide 
errosion  due  to  ORVs 


and  impacts  from  mining  and  oil/gas  development. 

In  add  1 1 ion .  we  are  concerned  that  critical  soils  in  the  Little 
Creek  Mountains  are  not  receiving  adequate  protection,  since  it  has 
been  designated  as  an  open  ORV  area.  As  the  BLM  i  s  aware .  the 
unregulated  use  of  ORVs  will  contribute  to  significant 
deterioration  of  critical  soils.  These  vehicles  will  rut  soils, 
destroy  cryptogamic  cover  .and  hurry  erosion .  The  agency  should 
restrict  ORV  use  in  this  area  co  protect  this  resource . 

V  1  sua  1  Resources 

we  support  the  BLM's  recommendation  to  manage  all  VRM  III  areas  as 
VRM  II.  This  IS  justified  given  "the  quality  of  scenery  and  the 
diversity  of  scenes  in  the  DRA  is  not  dupl icated  elsewhere  in  the 
immediate  Utah-Arizona-Nevada  region"  ( pg  40).  The  BLM  also  notes 
that  "many  of  the  Class  III  rated  uni  ts  are  consi  dered  to  be 
equivalent  in  relavent  value  to  the  Pine  valley  Mountain  and  Beaver 
Dam  Mountai ns  wi Iderness  areas  ...  the  overal 1  value  of  the  DRA 

V I  sua  1  resource  is  high"  (pg  42). 

However ,  BLM  management  prescriptions  for  VRM  cl ass  designations 
are  vague  and  open  to  a  wide  range  of  discretionary  measures. 
According  to  the  RMP  "the  VRM  class  objectives  are  goa Is  rather 
than  manadatory  standards  for  allowable  surface  disturbance.  The 
field  manager  can,  with  justification,  overr ide  VRM  class 
objectives."  We  feel  that  this  does  not  provide  adequate 
protection  to  the  unique  visual  resources  present  in  the  DRA, 
Whi  le  we  appreciate  the  effort  of  the  RMP  to  protect  these 
resources  with  expanded  VRM  II  designations,  the  general  Dixie  RA 
V lewshed  will  not  be  preserved  wi thout  stronger  management 
prescr i pt ions . 


VRM  classes  lack  definition.  According  to  the  RMP  VRM  II  areas 
should  retain  the  exisiting  character  of  the  landscape  while  VRM 
III  should  part ial 1 y  retai  n  the  exisitng  character  of  the 
1 andscape.  These  wide  parameters  al low  too  much  BLM  lat i tude  and 
will  not  provide  the  needed  viewshed  (i.e.  visual)  protection. 
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What  is  the  max  Imufn  amount  of  landscape  a1  terat  t 
diaturbance  allowable  in  these  classes?  We  wc 
clarification  on  this  issue. 

Areas  of  C r_i  1 1  cflj_  £nvj  rQnn»nt,<LL  Concern 

We  support  the  RMP  recommendations  for  ACECS  in  the  Dixie  Resource 
Area.  Those  recommendat ions  go  far  in  protecting  in  protecting 
important  values  in  the  area.  In  addi  t ion ,  we  wish  to  propose  an 
additional  ACEC  for  consideration. 

o    Coua^r  CajTy^n/0_o£  Lfi_  Pft§^^A£££ 

The  Utah  Sierra  Club  nominates  the  Cougar  Canyon  and  Doc's  Pass 
areas  as  an  ACEC  to  protect  important  natural,  scenic,  and 
watershed  values. 


Description  of  the  boundar 
proposal : 


of  the  Cougar  Canyon/  Doc's  Pass  ACEC 


The  boundary  fol lows  the  Utah  Wi Iderness  Coa! ition's  wi Iderness 
proposal  boundary  across  BLM  land  to  the  edge  of  the  Dixie 
National  Forest.   On  the  north  it  is  bounded  by  the  National 
Forest  land  and  on  the  west  by  the  resource  area  boundary. 


A  map  of  this  recommendation  is  included. 


we  have  identified  how  this  area  meets  the  criteri 
BIM  manual  1613  and  as  identified  in  CFR  1810.7-?. 


1 istad  in  the 


Several  signifirant  resource  values  can  be  found  in  this  area. 

The  combination  of  features  in  the  cliff  and  canyon  systems 
is  rugged  and  unique.  The  BLM  wilderness  DEIS  noted 
that  the  area  consists  of  steep  canyons,  peaks,  long  ridges, 
and  rough  drainages.  '  The  most  dramatic  topographic  features 
include  the  whir.e  roct-  formations  of  Pine  Park  Canyon.  Sheep 
Corral  Cannon,  and  Big  Mountain.  The  BLM  wilderness  DEIS 
states  the  area  has  "extremely  narrow  and  dense  riparian  zones 
that  are  pratically  inaccessible.'  The  canyons  surrounding 
the  Clover  m -unt^nns  m  Nevada's  Beaver  Dam  State  Park  support 
clear  st  r  earns  and  abundant  wi  Id  1  i  fe. 

The  BLM  v.iiderr.ess  Of-IS  described  recreation  values  as 
significant:  "the  WSA  affords  outstanding  opportunities  for 
solitudt'  th^t  ^re  mostly  closely  identified  with  topographic 
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and  vegetative  screen ing 
The  rugged  nature  of 
oppof  tunities  for  hiking. 


>i  tuat ions 
the  are. 
hunting,  i 


in  the  canyon  bottoms. 
I   provides   challenging 
ind  f  ishing. 


Epilobium  nevadense.  a  candidate  T4E  species,  is  found  in  the 
drainage.  The  Virgin  River  spinedace.a  candidate  speciee  for 
T»E  status,  IS  also  found  in  this  area.  The  remote  nature  of 
the  area  provides  protectiori  for  the  undisturbed  activities 
of  major  predators  (paiticularly  rougars)  and  raptors. 

This  watershed  forms  an  important  natural  system .  w i t^' 
protection  of  this  watershed  a  stated  priority  of  the  Blm.  The 
RMP  identifies  this  area  as  a  water  protection  ^one  to  provide 
for  the  future  water  needs  of  surrounding  communities.  THe  RMP 
fetates  that  the  West  Fork  Beaver  Dam  Wash  is  a  unique 
resource  within  the  DRA,  Unlike  most  of  the  drainages  in  its 
upper  seven  mile  reach .  i  t  f lows  through  granitic  geologi c 
units,  thus,  maintaining  good  quality.  " 

These  important  water- related  values  face  future  hazards. 
The  recent  interest  in  gold  mining  threatens  this  area  with 

1 )  chemical  water  qual i  ty  deter i or at  ion  (heavy  metal 

contami  nation ) 

2 )  exploration  roads  and  increased  ORV  access  al lowed  by 
mining  activities  which  will  i ncrease  erosion  and 
degrade  water  quality 

3)  other  secondary  impacts 


Importance 


The  values , resource  systems, and  environmental  hazards  of  this 
area  are  very    significant.  The  importance  of  this  area  is 
identified  in  BLM  documents,  analyses  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Serv  ice ,  and  comments  from  the  env i ronmental  community  and 
general  publ ic . 

The  recreation  opportunities  are  more  than  of  local 
significance.  In  1989.  legislation  was  introduced  to  protect 
this  area  as  part  of  the  national  wilderness  system.  At  this 
time  70  Congressmen  agree  wi  th  this  recommendation, 
h i gh 1 i gh t i ng  the  nat i ona 1  i mpor tance  of  the  resources  found 
within  this  proposed  ACEC. 

The  qualities  (e.g.  watershed  and  wildlife  values)  threatened 
by  future  mining  activities  make  this  a  fragile  and 
vulnerable  area. 

BLM  recognizes  this  area  as  one  of  the  few  remaining  high 
qual 1 ty  riparian  areas  in  the  resource  area.    With  the 


la  :  man-igement  at  tent  icm 

Spect^i  manaqment  is  required  to  prevent  ano  rnitiqate  the 
primary  and  secondary  impacts  of  mining  in  this  area.   While 
the  designation  of  the  west  i-orh  eeaver  Dam  wash  will  afford 
some  protection  t...  water  qual't/.  designation  ot  the  stream 
as  an  anti-degrndat > or>  segneni  is  dependent  upon  agreement 
ACFC  designation  with  proper 
*i 1 1  assure  greater 


jovernment 


tth  Utah  -,tate 

jrf rtce  dist 

■''tection  of  wattr  quality  from 


ling  acti 


1 1  les 


While  a  portKin  i.f  our  proposed  ACEC  is  orotected  as  a 
Wilderness  Study  Area,  ihe  BLM  could  end  the  protection 
provided  by  WSA  restrictions  >f  Cong-'ess  drops  the  area  from 
wi Iderness  des i gnat  ion . 

The  management  required  for  this  area  should  limit  ORV  use 
to  ex  1  St ing  roads .   A  mining  plan  of  operations  should  be 
required  for  all   mining  activities  regardless  of  size. 
Riparian  areas  should  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  location. 
Al 1  new  vehicle  access  should  be  closed  to  the  publ ic  and 
rec 1  aimed.     Wi Idl i fe   population   mom  tor i ng   needs   to   be 
expanded  to  include  nongame  species. 

Grazing  arid  Range  Management 

The  RMP  mentions  that  the  Cedar  City  District  has  a  range 
program  summary  ava 1 1 ab 1 e  for  th i s  resource  area  ( the  Hot 
Desert  EIS).  The  Utah  Chapter  requests  copies  of  this  report. 

This  RMP  does  not  consider  range  management  and  grazing 
administration  in  the  plan;  rather .the  draft  RMP  defers 
grazing  decisions  to  the  Hot  Desert  EIS  decision  of  1979. 
Those  decisions  are  not  described  in  the  RMP  plan  nor  are 
updates  to  the  EIS  management  plans  mentioned. 

The  RMP  does  produce  a  Grazing  Summary  of  1986.  It  would  be 
helpful  if  the  columns  and  foot  notes  were  explained  in  full. 
What  does  the  grazing  system  represent  What  does  the 
number  in  the  1  ivestock  column  represent  and  what  is  the 
source  for  this  information?  Does  this  represent  actual  use? 
How  do  grazing  management  constraints  affect  actual 
management  What  does  the  management  category  represent? 
What  does  implementat ion  status  represent? 
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We  are  concerned  that  proper  attention  to  range  management 
within  the  DRA  was  ignored  In  the  RMP  planning  procese. 

(A)  The  firat  step  in  the  planning  procese  described  in  the 
RMP  IS  collection  of  issues.  Issues  are  sought  from  a 
wide  number  of  sources. 

Grazing  management  has  continued  to  be  an  important  issue 
to  environmental  groups,  elected  officials,  permittees, 
the  agency,  and  the  local  media.  Numerous  grazing-related 
issues  have  gained  recent  prominence: 

1 1  Controversy  has  arisen  over  1 i vestock  use 
conflicting  with  protection  of  endangered  tortoise 
habitat. 

2)  Federal  agencies  are  concerned  with  the  salt  load 
in  the  Colorado  River  system  and  the  effects  of 
range  practices  on  increased  salinity. 

3)  The  BLM's  national  program  to  improve  riparian 
hab 1  tat  i nc 1 udes  mi  1 1 gat i on  of  the  de I e ter i ous 
effects  of  grazing. 

4 )  Hunting  groups  have  voiced  concern  that  grazing 
allocations  do  not  give  equal  consideration  for 
wi Idlife. 

The  planning  process  next  incorporates  those  issues  "of 
the  greatest  importance  to  the  manager  and  interested 
publ 1 cs" ( og  4  ) . 

Based  on  agency  a:tions,  concerns  from  the  Congressional 
delegation,  wildlife  community  comments,  the  media,  and 
the  agency's  own  record,  one  would  conclude  that  range 
management,  and  the  desert  tortoise  is  one  of  the  most 
significant  issues  facing  this  resource  area. 

In  October  of  1969,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
published  a  proposed  ruling  in  the  Federal  Register  to 
give  th3  tortoise  endangered  status.  GAO  studies  in 
California  verify  that  cattle  grazing  is  one  of  the  most 
serious  threats  to  the  desert  tortoise. 

101 24  I     ^^    found  no  mention  of  range  management  practices  and 
I      their  effe-t  on    desert  tortoise  survival. 


=     101.26 


=      101.27 


\B)       Under 
ret a ir 


2,    planfnng  criteria  is  developed.   This  RMP 
iz  ing  decisions  and  criteria  outlined  in  the 


Hot  Desert  EIS.  Many  of  these  decisions  support  the 
degraded  range  condition  found  on  many  allotments.  While 
restrictions  are  cited  throughout  the  RMP  to  protect 
resources  from  other  surface-disturbing  activities,  the 
ecological  consequences  of  overgrazing  are  overlooked. 
We  request  that  the  BLH  def i ne  how  conf 1 i  cte  between 
livestock  management  and  resource  values  are  prioritized 
and  resolved. . 


(C)  Step  3  in  the  planning  process  involves  the  collection 
of  resource  data,  where  existing  information  is  lacking, 
new  inventories  are  performed  Based  on  the 

criteria  identified,  what  are  the  data  requirements  for 
issue  resolution'^  Was  a  need  identified  for  new 
inventories''   If  so  what  are  they'' 

For  instance,  the  plan  fails  to  examine  the  impacts  of 
the  current  grazing  management  on  the  desert  tortoise  on 
Beaver  Dam  Slope  allotments.  Current  management  allows 
cattle  to  use  this  area  between  November  and  May. 
According  to  the  RMP.  416  head  of  cattle  are  allowed  to 
graze  in  this  area  during  the  most  critical  and  stressful 
season  of  the  year  for  tortoises.  Studies  show  that 
during  the  critical  spring  season  tortoises  leaving  their 
dens  are  the  most  vulnerable  and  in  need  of  food.  Cattle 
use  during  the  spr ing  growing  season  will  reduce  tortoise 
forage,  increasing  the  tortoises'  chances  of  becoming  ill 
and  reducing  reproduction  rates.  No  information  is  given 
on  the  range  condi tion  and  trend  for  this  area. 

In  view  of  the  present  population  decline  in  the  desert 
tortoise  in  this  area,  cattle  use  should  not  be  allowed 
in  February  through  June  of  each  year .  Since  no 
information  is  available  on  the  current  use  and  range 
conditions,  use  of  the  area  by  cows  may  or  may  not  be 
wise  for  the  remainder  of  the  year.  We  request  that  BLM 
submit  an  alternaLive  in  the  RMP  which  considers  changes 
in  the  current  range  management  program  to  end  conflicts 
with  endangered  species.  Clearly  the  current  management 
IS  causing  environmental  harm  to  the  range  and  the 
sens  1 1 1  ve  ,>|je>^  les  in  that  area. 

As  reported  in  the  RMP.  the  decisions  made  in  the  Hot  Desert 
Giazing  Fis  have  not  adequately  resolved  maior  range  problems. 
Bv  BLM ' s  own  admi ssion ,  current  trends  show  that  range 
conditions  over  the  majority  of  the  RA  are  either  static  or 
dec  1 ini  ng . 

The  present  range  monitoring  program  may  not  be  adequate  in 
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showing  range  condition.  The  most  adversely  impacted  areas- 
riparian  areas--are  not  always  consistent  1 y  mom  tored. 
Monitoring  programs  in  other  reeource  areas  we  have  examined 
fai  1  to  regu 1 ar 1 V  rev lew  condi t ions  in  heav  i I v  impacted 
riparian  areas.  The  RMP  offers  no  information  which  would  show 
thei r  monitoring  program  is  an  effective  manager i al  tool  . 
Whi  le  the  criteria  I isted  for  range  condition  determination 
appears  to  be  quite  thorough ,  we  are  concerned  that  data 
col  lee ted  does  not  always  result  in  signi t icant  changes  in 
livestock  management  practices  in  the  affected  area. 

Range  management  (grazing  management)  is  a  significant  federal 
issue.  The  proposed  program  amounts  to  a  significant  federal 
action  requiring  that  a  new  environmental  impact  statement  be 
written. 


receive  notice  and  opportunity  to  comment  on  any  management 
changes'' 

We  feel   that  range  land  management  practices  are  a  very 

important   aspect   of   this   planning   process .  we   wou Id 

appreciate  a  more  detai led  anal ys i s  of  impacts  i n  the  F ina 1 
RMP. 

Wi Idl ife 

We  support  the  RMP  plans  for  land  acquisition  to  provide  wildlife 
habitat.  We  also  support  the  RMP  recommendation  for  lifestock 
adjustment  on  lands  were  wildlife  habitat  is  being  adversely 
affected.  As  we  stated  before  this  is  very  important  on  the  desert 
tortoi ses  '  hab I  tat . 


We  request  that  BLM  consider  a  more  comp lete  grazi ng 
alternative  in  the  RHP  and  analyze  it  with  the  current 
management,  we  propose  a  change  in  season  of  use  on  lands  that 
have  a  marginal  or  poor  forage  condition  or  show  a  downward 
trend.  Cattle  and  sheep  should  be  excluded  from  these  areas 
during  the  spring  growing  season  (February  through  June).  We 
oppose  the  use  of  land  treatments  as  an  al  ternat  i  ve  to 
livestock  forage  adjustments. 

We  further  request  that  BLM  present  the  current  range 
monitoring  program  and  its  results  in  the  Final  RMP.  This 
wou Id  1 nc 1 ude : 

o    Allotment  boundaries; 

o     Location  and  description  of  enclosures,  study  plots,  and 

other  monitoring  locations; 
o    A  description  of  the  plant  species  monitored  at  each 

plot, 
o    Under  conditions  for  optimal  plant  productivity  and 

wi  thin  the  1  imitations  of  the  cl imate  and  soi Is,  a 

calculation  of  optimal  range  quality; 
o    Quantification  of  the  current  range  condition  against 

this  optimal  range  value; 
o    Numeric  description  of  use  by  wi Idl ife  and  domestic 

livestock  within  allotments  and  during  different  periods 

of  the  year; 
o    Description  of  how  actual  use  data  was  acquired; 

In  view  of  the  current  situation,  we  recommend  that  the  BLM 
include  the  public  in  the  process  of  assessing  the  monitoring 
program  and  making  management  changes.  Clearly  this  requires 
eavi ronmental  anal ysis .  What  process  now  exists  for  publ ic 
involvement  in  implementing  the  Hot  Desert  grazing  EIS 
decisions?  Will  the  BLH  place  the  Sierra  Club  on  the  list  to 


The  Sierra  Club  is  concerned  about  the  stated  need  for  wildlife 
waters  since  often  these  types  of  impoundments  become  defacto 
livestock  watering  stations.  After  all,  where  did  wildlife  get 
water  from  before  the  advent  of  water  projects  and  implementation 
programs  from  the  BLM  and  DWR^  In  addition,  we  are  concerned  about 
proposed  land  treatment  to  improve  wildlife  forage.  In  the  past 
these  types  of  projects  elsewhere  in  Utah  have  been  used  to  justify 
the  increased  use  of  livestock  on  treated  land,  often  at  the 
expense  of  wildlife.  Then  an  agency  (BLM  or  Forest  Service)  has 
to  propose  yet  more  land  treatment  projects.  It  quickly  becomes 
a  viscious  circle  where  the  1  and  is  denuded  in  ever  greater 
parcels.  Again,  the  question  begs,  how  did  wildlife  survive  before 
the  invention  of  D-9  bul dozers  and  anchor  chains? 

These  types  of  projects  al so  violate  many  goals  of  the  RMP.  For 
example,  a  stated  goal  of  the  RMP  is  to  protect  the  visual 
qualities  of  the  region  for  the  increasing  numbers  of  tourists  and 
res  i dents  who  now  support  St.  George ' s  economy  (in  values  far 
exceeding  the  local  ranching  industry )  .  Vet,  water  and  land 
modification  projects  have  a  negative  effect  on  the  visual 
qualities  of  the  area. 

Another  goal  of  the  RMP  is  to  protect  watersheds.  Projects  that 
alter  the  natural  vegetative  and  topographical  landscape  adversely 
affect  water  quality  for  people  and  wildlife. 

Of  course,  the  Sierra  Club  realizes  that  activities  of  man  over  the 
years  have  caused  some  wildlife  management  problems.  One  solution 
to  providing  adequate  water  supplies  for  wildlife  is  to  implement 
a  plan  now  used  by  the  Craig  office  of  the  BLM  in  Northwestern 
Colorado.  This  plan  uses  beavers  and  cut  aspen  to  construct 
natural  riparian  areas  and  small  dams  along  watersheds  damaged  by 
years  of  neglect  and  mismangement  from  cattle  grazing.  Over  a  one 
or  two  year  per i od  the  washed  out  area  begi ns  to  come  al i ve  wi th 
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a  new  riparian  zone  that  provides  a  stable,  clean  and  low 
maintenance  source  of  water  for  local  wildlife  and  even  a  few  cows. 
We  request  that  the  BLM  investigate  using  this  natural  option  for 
areas  in  southwestern  Utah .  Our  Chapter  in  Colorado  has  worked 
with  the  BLM  on  this  project  for  several  years  and  they  are  very 
pleased  with  the  results.  In  fact,  they  helped  the  BLM  and  the 
Division  of  Wildlife  in  Colorado  produce  a  slide  show  which 
documents  this  activity. 

The  Sierra  Club  is  also  concerned  about  the  wording  of  point  no. 
4  on  page  139.  It  says  that  "where  habitat  conflicts  arise  among 
resource  uses  and  TAE  or  sensitive  animal  species,  preference  will 
lean  toward  protection  of  T&E  or  sensi t i ve  species . "  We  be1 ieve 
that  this  should  read  "where  habitat  conflicta  arise  among  resource 
uses  and  T4E  or  sensitive  animal  species,  mandatory  protection  will 
be  awarded  to  the  identified  species  based  on  an  immediate 
implementation  of  a  USFWS  approved  recovery  plan." 

We  also  feel  that  monitoring  ORV  use  in  open  plant  habitat  areas 
conta 1 n 1 ng  TIE  pi  ant  spec  i  es  is  i nadequate  for  protect  1 on .  We 
recommend  ORV  c losure  on  all  T4E  and  sensi  ti ve  plant  species 
habitat.  In  addition,  there  should  be  a  buffer  of  one-half  mile 
mimmum  from  the  edge  of  each  of  these  areas  in  order  to  minimize 
accidental  entry  into  these  areas  by  ORVs.  Without  this  type  of 
buffer  the  microclimate  required  for  the  plants  to  survive  could 
be  damaged. 

We  request  ORV  closure  year- round  on  the  Warner  Ridge  ACEC  to 
protect  T4E  plant  species.  Although  ACEC  description  indicates 
ful  1  ORV  closure  on  Red  Bluff,  the  Alternative  C  ORV  map  shows 
otherwi  se.   Please  clarify  this  discrepancy . 

SRMAs 

1  In  our  work  on  other  RMPs  in  Utah,  we  came  across  the  designation 
101,33'  of  Semi-Primitive,  Non-Motorized  Recreation  Areas.   Why  does  the 
I  Dixie  RMP  not  include  this  type  of  designation? 

Those  WSAs  within  SRMAs  now  identified  as  Semi-Primi ti ve  Motorized 
(SPM)  should  be  designated  as  Primitive  (P)  since  the  draft  RMP  on 
page  130  states  that  such  a  designation  would  occur  anyway  if  theee 
lands  are  released  from  wilderness  consideration.  In  addition,  we 
request  that  those  areas  included  in  Congressman  Owens'*  Utah  BLM 
wilderness  bill  (HR  1600)  which  are  beyond  the  BLM ' s  own 
recommendations  for  wilderness  be  closed  to  ORV  useage  through  the 
use  of  primitive  designations. 

Historically,  SRMAs  have  been  i dent  if  led  for  heavy  use  recreation 
as  opposed  to  high  recreation  values.  We  feel  that  SRMAs  could  be 
designated  to  protect  sol i tude  and  scenic  values . 


10132 


^S  I  we  support  the  four  new  proposed  SRMAs.   The  RMP  falls  to  Identify 
S^  101 36   and  prioritize  the  types  of  recreation  in  each  8RMA .   we  request 

^5  I  that  thie  be  detailed  1n  the  final  RMP.    we  also  support  the 

^S  proposed  interim  protection  for  eligible  nvers  for  wild  and  scenic 

^B  river  des i gnat  ion .   Si  nee  this  is  an  arid  region,  the  protect  ion 

^5  of  rivers  should  be  a  top  priority.   Not  only  do  protected  rivers 

:^B  provide  exceptional  recreational  opportunities,  but  they  support 

as  wildlife  and  plant  communities.   We  appreciate  the  BLM's  interest 

as  in  inter im  protection  for  the  Deep  Creek  and  virgin  rivers.   We 

^B  encourage  the  agency  to  proceed  with  a  plan  for  formal  designation. 

^s        Forest  fiy 

We  request  that  the  BLM  coordinate  its  fire  wood  cutting  plan  with 
the  nei ghbor ing  Dixie  National  Forest  in  order  to  prevent 
overcutting  In  the  region.  The  RMP  ignores  the  existence  of  this 
resource  on  other  public  lands  adjacent  to  the  BLM's  properties. 

Goals,  and  implementation 

As  with  many  BLM  RMPS,  this  plan  does  not  present  goals  m  a 
form  which  measures  accomplishment.  In  order  to  be  effective, 
decision   implementation  standards  need  to: 

(  1  )  Identify  a  target  that  can  be  quantified  and  a  time  scale 
for  reach ing  that  target 

(2)  Set  priorities  in  the  budget  process .  we  request  that 
BLM  Identify  the  priority  of  each  goa  I  re  lati  ve  to 
others. 

we  also  request  that  the  BLM  shorten  the  time  f  rame  for 
restrictions  on  surface-disturbing  activities.  The  present 
plan  allows  up  to  two  years  before  these  restrictions  are 
implemented ,  al lowing  unacceptable  level s  of  degradation  to 
occur  . 


The 
BLM 
age 

obj 
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bud 
are 
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key  factor  to  implementation  of  recommended  actions  is  tne 

s  budget.  The  effectiveness  of  the  RMP  hinges  on  the 
ncy's  budget  and  monies  available  to  fulfill  plan 
ecti ves ,  The  achievement  of  targeted  goal s  depends  on 
sonable  cost  esti  mates  that  can  be  inc  luded  in  the  Blm 
getary  process.  We  are  unsure  how  budgetary  considerations 

analyzed  and  appropri a ted  under  the  present  BLM  system. 

the  future  we  could  play  a  role  in  defending  budget 
uests  to  Congress  in  areas  where  the  BLM  and  the  Sierra 
b  share  common  goals  for  resource  management.  But  we  cannot 
ttripate  in  this  process  wi thout  c lear  1  y  def  med  monev 
ocations  for  specific  management  objectives. 
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In  the  RMP  analysis,  it  is  critical  to  estimate  the  agency 
budget  necessary  to  implement  each  alternative  to  achieve  the 
quantifiable  plan  goals.  We  request  this  in  the  final  RMP. 

While  It  could  be  argued  that  such  quantification  cannot  not 
be  done  i  n  the  present  f 1 uctuat  i  ng  budge tar  y  c 1 i  mate ,  a 
blueprint  of  anticipated  expenses  could  still  be  developed 
General  estimates  could  take  into  account  available  funding 
Limitations  and  constraints  between  the  agency  and  the 
Congressional  budget  could  be  examined.  A  sliding  scale  could 
De  established  which  would  determine  how  the  agency  will 
implement  different  programs  and  alternatives  under  different 
budgets.  Most  importantly,  the  RMP  can  outline  the  impact  of 
various  budgets  on  management  objectives. 

Because  the  budget  affects  the  implementation  of  the  plan  and 
as  such  IS  the  most  critical  aspect  of  effective  public  land 
management,  we  request  a  more  thorough  analysis. 

Wilderness  Study  and  Studj'  Area  Management 

under  the  BLM  wilderness  inventory  regulations.  BLM  has  the 
authority  to  add  areas  into  wilderness  study.  Details  of  this 
process  are  included  in  the  Utah  Wilderness  Coalition's 
comments  to  the  draft  Utah  BLM  wilderness  EIS.  In  those 
comments,  we  submitted  extensive  new  information  concerning 
wilderness  qualities  of  proposed  areas  and  BLM  inventory 
problems.  We  request  that  those  comments  be  considered  as 
I      public  input  into  this  planning  process. 

BLM  has  the  legal  authority  to  consider  these  comments  and  to 
Q?u  ^H^^L^°  ^^®  wilderness  study  process.  we  request  that 
BLM  add  the  areas  proposed  by  the  Utah  wilderness  coalition 
to  the  lands  under  wilderness  study. 

BLM's  proposed  actions  in  the  DRA  RMP  could  lead  to  impacts 
which  would  prevent  the  qualification  of  areas  for  wilderness 
designation.  Construction  of  roads  and  other  facilities  in 
these  areas,  for  example,  could  disqualify  areas  for  inclusion 
in  the  wilderness  system.  We  request  that  BLM  identify  and 
describe  all  proposed  actions  which  would  be  in  conflict  with 
wilderness  protection  in  those  areas  recommended  for 
wilderness  by  the  Utah  Wilderness  Coalition.  We  further 
request  that  the  impacts  of  these  actions  be  identified  and 
mitigating  actions  be  assessed. 

The  loss  of  candidate  lands  in  our  wilderness  system  is  a 
signiricant  impact  and  the  actions  being  proposed  are 
significant   federal   actions   warranting   review   in   an 


environmental  impact  statement. 

The  wi Iderness  study  process  requires  that  wi Iderness 
recommendations  be  developed  as  part  of  the  land  use  ptanninq 
Drocess.  The  statewide  OElb  failed  to  do  this.  we  request 
that  this  document  fulfill  that  legal  mandate. 

The  present  RMP  fails  to  outline  management  prescriptions  tor 
areas  presently  under  WSA  Interim  Management  Protection.  The 
planning  en  teria  on  pq  8  stdtes  that  the  a  itema  Lives 
determinehow  released  landwil)  be  man. aged:  however .  we  ecu  id 
find  no  detailed  descriution  ot  now  proposed  Resource  Area 
nd  management  would  protect  important  resource  values  in 
we  are  c oncer  ned  that  areas  droopea  f  rom 
for  the  wilderness  system  will  not  be  provided 
of  protection  afforded  equally  valuable  lands 
the  RA.  we  request  that  specific  plans  be 
these  areas  in  the  event  they  are  removed  from 


these  areas 
cons  1  deration 
the  same  Ieve 
elsewhere  in 
developed  for 
IMP  protectio 


Other  Organ izations 

By  reference,  we  include  the  comments  on  this  Uixie  Resource  Area 
Draft  RMP  and  EIS  submitted  by  the  Southern  Utah  Wi  Iderness 
Alliance,  the  Rocky  Mountain  Regional  Office  of  the  National  Parks 
and  Conservation  Association,  and  the  Salt  Lake  of  f  ice  of  the 
Wi  Iderness  Society. 
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RESPONSE 

101.1  See  Response  104.5. 

101.2  Little  Creek  Mountain  would  be  In  Category  2,   no  surface  occupancy, 
and  would  have  appropriate  cultural  nanagement  prescriptions. 

101.3  There  are  currently  no  known  Mineral  patent  applications  on  proposed 
ACECs.  If  an  application  for  patent  Is  nade  In  an  ACEC,  It  would  be 
processed  according  to  current  laws,  policy  and  regulations  In  effect 
at  that  time  Including  those  dealing  with  hazardous  materials. 

101.4  These  Items  are  regulated  by  BLM  under  43  CFR  3809  regulations.  Also. 
the  State  of  Utah  Is  responsible  for  enforcement  of  EPA  regulatory 
requirements. 

101.5  Bonds  may  be  required  In  cases  where  the  operator  has  a  record  of 
noncompl lance. 

01.6   The  NSO  category  does  not  preclude  use  of  the  resource.  Leasing 
categories  are  decisions  which  can  be  Implemented  through  the  RMP 
process.  A  mineral  withdrawal  precludes  a  use  authorized  under  the 
1872  Mining  Law.  The  RMP  can  only  recommend  a  mineral  withdrawal.  A 
withdrawal  can  only  be  Implemented  by  Secretarial  decision,  which 
happens  after  a  lengthy  review  process. 

101.7  The  requirements  for  Plans  of  Operation  are  set  forth  In  3809 
regulations.  Threatened  and  Endangered  habitat  and  Important 
watersheds  do  not  categorically  require  a  Plan  of  Operations. 
However.  In  this  RMP.  other  management  practices  (such  as  OHV  closure) 
do  establish  Plans  of  Operation  requirements  on  most  Threatened  and 
Endangered  habitat  and  Important  watersheds. 

101.8  The  NEPA  requirements  for  Plans  of  Operations  provide  for  public 
review. 

101.9  Most  mitigating  measures  for  material  sales  are  developed  on  a  site 
specific  basis  In  the  NEPA  document. 

101.10  See  Response  52.2. 

101.11  Site  specific  resource  values  and  potential  Impacts  are  analyzed  In 
environmental  assessments. 

101.12  See  Response  97.10.  The  Proposed  Plan  has  been  changed. 

101.13  New  BLM  polity  states  that  RS  2477  Issues  will  be  addressed  in  future 
management  plans.  Due  to  the  timetable  for  this  RMP.  administrative 
determinations  will  be  made  on  a  case-by-case  basis  with  public 
Involvement  as  appropriate,  and  In  accordance  with  BLM  manuals  and 
directives. 


RESPONSE  (continued) 

101.14  The  Proposed  Plan  has  been  changed  with  respect  to  maintenance  of  RS 
2477  roads. 

101 .15  See  Response  52.10. 

101.16  Land  acquisitions  are  Identified  based  on  needs  and  opportunities 
related  to  the  various  resources.  Land  disposals  must  meet  the 
disposal  criteria.  The  two  categories  are  not  necessarily  equal  In 
acreage. 

101.17  Acquired  lands  would  be  managed  In  accordance  with  the  appropriate 
guidance  set  forth  In  the  RMP.  Specific  management  actions  could  be 
developed  In  activity  plans  following  acquisition. 

101.18  BLM  Is  required  by  law  to  sell  land  at  no  less  than  fair  market 
value.  All  land  disposals  are  evaluated  In  a  site  specific 
environmental  analysis. 

101.19  The  cultural  resource  management  program  has  proven  to  be  effective  In 
protection,  except  In  the  case  of  Illegal  activities.  The  recent 
addition  of  a  Law  Enforcement  Specialist  on  the  District  will  help, 
but  vandalism  on  public  land  continues  to  be  a  problem. 


101.20 


All  projects  authorized  by  BLM  require  a  project  area  Inventory  for 
cultural  resources  as  part  of  the  NEPA  process.  Once  discovered, 
several  mechanisms  may  be  used  to  protect  the  resources,  most  commonly 
avoidance  or  data  extraction. 

101.21  See  Response  52.2. 

101.22  There  Is  no  maximum  or  minimum  amount  of  allowable  landscape 
alteration  under  VRM  Class  II  or  III.  "Notlceablllty"  as  evaluated  In 
the  BLM's  Contract  Rating  System  determines  whether  or  not  an  action 
exceeds  Its  VRM  class  objective.  Some  actions  could  alter  the 
landscape  and  not  be  noticeable.  Another  action  could  be  highly 
visible,  but  not  alter  the  existing  landscape. 

101.23  This  area  Is  recommended  for  ACEC  designation  In  the  Proposed  Plan. 

101 .24  See  Response  69.4. 

101.25  The  BLM  Is  directed  to  resolve  resource  conflicts  by  coordination, 
consultation  and  cooperation  with  affected  resource  users. 

101.26  The  Proposed  Plan  Identifies  new  Inventory  needs  for  consideration  at 
the  activity  planning  stage.  These  Include  In-stream  flow,  cultural, 
and  Threatened  and  Endangered  species  Inventories. 


RESPONSE  (continued) 

101.27  As  required  by  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973.  as  amended,  the  BLM 
enters  Into  consultation  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  on  Issues 
dealing  with  potential  effects  of  actions  on  Threatened  and  Endangered 
species.  This  consultation  has  been  done  on  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  and 
Castle  Cliffs  allotments.  Any  amendments  to  these  plans  must  follow 
the  Section  7  procedures.  As  part  of  the  consultation  process,  the 
Beaver  Dam  Slope  Allotment  Management  Plan  currently  addresses  the 
potential  conflicts  between  livestock  grazing  and  the  desert 
tortoise.  Since  livestock  grazing  was  addressed  In  the  Hot  Desert 
Grazing  EIS,  It  Is  not  discussed  In  detail  In  the  RMP.  For  updates  on 
the  grazing  program  refer  to  the  Range  Program  Summary,  available  In 
the  Dixie  Resource  Area. 

101.28  The  Proposed  Plan  retains  the  grazing  decisions  generated  by  the  Hot 
Desert  Grazing  EIS. 

101.29  This  Information  Is  In  allotment  nanagement  plans  and  study  files 
which  are  available  for  review  at  the  Dixie  Resource  Area  Office. 

101.30  T&E  species  are  addressed  by  Section  7  consultation  with  the  Fish  and 
Hlldllfe  Service,  which  BLM  Initiates.  Federally  listed  sensitive 
species  are  not  protected  by  law. 

101.31  Adequate  protection  Is  afforded  by  the  OHV  designations. 

101.32  The  map  has  been  revised. 

101.33  The  baseline  Inventory,  completed  prior  to  the  RMP.  did  not  Identify 
seml-prlnltlve  nonmotorlzed  opportunities. 

101.34  Page  130  of  the  Draft  RMP  states  that  the  ROS-P  management 
prescription  would  be  placed  upon  all  Section  202  HSAs  except  the 
Matchnan  HSA. 

101.35  See  Response  61.1.  Areas  In  SRMAs  classified  as  ROS-P  are  closed  to 
OHV  use. 

101.36  See  Response  97.7  and  the  appendix. 

101.37  A  Bultl-agency  coordination  meeting  Is  held  annually. 

101.38  See  Response  61.1. 

101.39  The  alternatives  In  the  RMP  disregard  NSA  boundaries  and  determine  how 
all  lands  would  be  aanaged  If  released  froa  wilderness  review  by 
Congress.  The  specific  release  language  of  wilderness  legislation 
■HI  take  precedence  over  the  RMP  decisions  for  the  released  areas. 
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Area  Manager.  Dixie  Resource  Area,  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 
St.  George,  Utah 
ATTN;  Mr.  David  Brine 


Subject; 


Associate  Regional  Dlr 
Rocky  Mountain  Region 


Review  of  Draft  Dixie  Resource  Managem 
Statement.  Utah  (DES-89/0023) 


nlng  and  Resource  Preservat 


eferenced  docu 


The  National  Park  Service  (NFS)  has  reviewed  the  abo 
offers  the  following  comments. 

Management  of  the  Dixie  Resource  Area  is  of  concern  to  the  NFS  because  many  lands 
included  In  the  plan  are  adjacent  to.  and  upstream  of  Zlon  National  Park.  The 
outstanding  scenic  and  geologic  resources  for  which  the  park  was  established 
extend  well  beyond  park  boundaries  to  include  areas  managed  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM), 

It  Is  our  belief  that  the  intent  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 
and  the  nationwide  agreement  between  our  two  Agencies  requires  Impacts  to 
surrounding  lands  be  analyzed  Ue  also  believe  that  a  conrplete  discussion  of 
how  current  and  projected  uses  on  BLM  lands  near  Zlon  might  Impact  significant 
park  resources  la  required  by  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ) 
regulations  at  iO  CFR  1502.16  (c) . 

Of  the  alternatives  presented,  the  Preferred  Alternative  (C)  provides  the  best 
management  and  protection  of  NPS  and  BLM  lands  in  the  resource  area.  However, 
there  are  some  proposals  within  the  preferred  alternative  that  are  i 

with  that  TSpHasIa  and  may  ImpacJ^ t!ie  resources  and  jtfl." 

following  comments  will  describe  our  concerns. 


The 


Mineral  Resources 

1)  A  BBJor  deficiency  In  the  plan  is  that  coal  resources  are  not  addressed. 
The  southwestern  extension  of  the  Kolob  coal  field  extends  into  the  Dixie 
Resource  Area  from  the  Kanab  Resource  Area,  lying  to  the  north  and  east  of  Zlon. 
Approximately  12.000  acres  of  this  coal  field  are  within  the  Dixie  Resource  Area 
(see  attached  Kolob  coal  field  map  prepared  by  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey).  This 
is  an  extensive  coal  field  with  portions  known  to  contain  mineable  seams  five 
to  twelve  feet  thick.   A  proposal  for  prospecting  and  exploratory  drilling  of 
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Juac  •«■(  of  Ch«  park,  was  tubalctad  co  cha  BLN  Kanab  Araa  Offlca  In  198^ 
AlChough  cha  propoaaL  wa*  dantad  by  Cha  BLM,  Ic  doaa  daaonacraca  a  poCanClal  fot 
fucura  oparatLons  Thia  ^caocLal  ahould  ba  addraaaad  In  cha  caaaurca  Aaoa^aaanc 
pXmm,  alot^  «lch  probabla  lapacta  Co  cha  park  and  ftLN  Eaaoureaa.  Alcarnat  Ivaly . 
If  cha  coal  in  cha  Kolob  coal  flald  haa  baan  withdrawn  froa  fucura  laaslng.  chli 
ahould   ba    tCaCad    In    tha    plan 

2)  CLaasUUaClon  of  landa  wlch  aanaULva  raaourcas  aa  'Oil  and  Ca«  Category 
),'  wlch  IM>  aurfaca  occupancy,  la  dailrabla  co  provLda  procacclon  co  ch« 
re^ocrcaa    of    Zion.    aa    wall    aa    BLM-actalnlaCarad    raaourcaa  Howavar .     Cha    no 

aurfaca  occupancy  acipulaCion  ahould  ba  daaccibad  Ln  datail  in  cha  plan  V»  ar« 
dwaca  Chac  chara  ara  inacancaa  whara  axcapciona  say  ba  sada  Co  Chis  acipulaClon 
Anv  ochar  standard  or  apacial  ac  ipuLaC  Lons  chaC  «ay  ba  appl L«d  should  also  b« 
Jeacribad.  parhjps  In  an  appandix,  Co  allow  Cha  raadar  Co  fully  avaluaCa  Chelt 
value 

Vlaual   Rasouxcaa 

31  Visual  resource  cLasslf icaclon  is  a  aajoc  concern  dua  co  cha  spaccacular 
JCtfiiic  ndCure  of  cha  landscape  On  page  -tJ .  the  plan  staCes  ChaC  according  co 
y^  polLv-v  only  wilderness  ^C9is  can  be  placed  in  VRH  Class  I  This  policv  ts 
:,iul:v  in  noc  recognirlng  che  high  values  and  sansictvitv  of  visual  resources 
.1  jeveral  portions  of  Che  resource  area  As  acknowledged  in  Che  plan,  visual 
resources  are  of  verv  high  value  for  aanv  ot  the  landa  adjacent  to  Zion  Th^se 
jzvdd  .ire  parcicularlv  aenaicive  co  visual  incrusion  bi!caus«  thev  ^re  between 
/:ew'.ng  sreas  vaajor  transportation  areas  ^  and  the  elevated  acenerv  of  the  park 
•e  iuppoct  the  VRM  classification  in  Che  preferred  alcernacive  with 
acditications  Tha  vlawaheda  along  ancraiKai  Co  Zlon.  cha  slope  and  face  of  the 
Hurricane  Cllffa.  and  the  Kolob  Terrace  should  all  ba  designated  VRM  Class  I 
areas 

Visitor   Use /Economic a 

*  The  'Enviconmencal  .'onie^uences'  section  of  the  Jrar'r  Env.rcnmencal  Ijtpjcc 
jrjreoenc  ^OEISi  does  not  Include  a  discussion  of  tha  socloaconontc  Inpacta  of 
anv  of  Che  altematLvea  W*  believe  chat  a  discussion  of  these  impacts  is 
-.eceisarv  :o  coaplv  wtrh  :.~e  JEQ  rejulacions  a:  40  CFR  IJOtJ  i  i,b  ^  and,  from  j 
iul:iple  use  standpoint  to  balance  the  tradeoffs  between  possible  degradation 
iz  the  resources  and  values  of  Zion  National  Park  and  other  sLgnificant  resources 
:n  the  area  .in  turn  sfrecting  visitor  use'^  with  conauapttve  uses  such  as  aineral 
extraction  The  ar-niial  visitation  for  Zion  generally  continues  co  rise  and  has 
jn  average  increase  o:  about  a  1  percent  for  the  10-year  period  froa  19'9  co 
■.Jd3  With  the  oper.i-g  jf  the  Kolob  Canyon  Visitor  Center  on  Interstate  15  m 
'.^6-* ,  vis -.Cation  has  increased  substantially  and  in  l^ii  Zion  visitation 
totalled  Z.'L'*  50(J  recreation  visits  Seventy  percent  of  the  visitors  cane  froa 
outside  of  the  State  j:  ','tah  The  length  of  stay  at  Zion  averages  about  two 
iays  If  this  rwo-iav  average  is  j.a«<i  and  calculated  with  the  BLM  value  of  So  '0 
per  recreation  f.s-.z  iay  xsed  tor  wstorized  travel  ipage  '-^,  visitation  at  Zion 
provides  over  3io  ai'.lion  yearly  to  the  Utah  econoay  If  Sl-t  -0  per  recreation 
■/tsit  day  for  tanping  ar.d  picnicking  is  calculated  visitation  at  Zion  provides 
51-0   Billion    to    tr.e    ,'tar.   ecor.ony        Any   activities   adjacent    to    the   park   that 
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would  dagrada  park  raacKtrcaa  and  valuaa  could  significantly  lower  thaaa  park 
vlaltadon  lavala  and  significantly  lower  Che  park'a  econoalc  value  to  cha  Utah 
econoay . 

Hater  teaources 


^>   Ua  aupporC  tha  dacialon  b; 
protection  of  Inatraaa  flow  va 
of  Zlon   Thla  action  will  ba 
aquatic  and  riparian  resources 


BUt  Co  acquire  water  rights  or  egree*encs  for 
uea  for  straaaa  that  say  affect  the  reaourcea 
oaplaaantary  to  NPS  efforts  Co  procecc  valuable 


6)  On  page  76.  ttea  #20  staces  that  'Che  Navajo  aquifer  ahould  ba  protactad  but 
disposal  could  occur  wlch  protective  ■tlpulatlona . *  We  auggeat  ChaC  'protective 
stlpulaciona'  be  deacribed,  poaaibly  In  an  appendix  (In  concert  with  our  co«aent 
»2),  and  that  "will*  be  uaed  rather  than  "should,* 

Vlld  and  Scenic  Rivera 

n  We  would  like  to  provide  aoaa  clarification  of  Inforaation  presented  on  page 
4^  of  the  plan  Following  our  Nay  12,  198S.  Msorandua  Co  Mr.  David  Brine  of 
your  office,  we  were  directed  to  review  the  eligibility  of  che  Virgin  Rlvar  for 
the  Nationwide  Rivers  InvenCory  (NRl)  We  have  reviewed  aaterlals  in  our  files 
and  in  the  files  of  our  Western  Regional  Office  and  have  found  no  aubaCantlve 
information  that  would  lead  ua  to  believe  ChaC  the  Virgin  River  in  Utah  la 
ineligible  for  listing  in  the  NRl  However,  as  stated  on  page  8  of  the  August 
1-^83  BUI  Guidelines  tor  Fulfilling  Requlceaenta  of  the  Viid  and  Scenic  Rivera 
Act.  -Listing  on  the  NRl  Is  not  conflraatlon  of  eligibility,  and  abaence  froa 
Che  NRl  does  not  necessarily  indicate  nonellglblllCy  '  The  NRl  Is  a  aajor 
database  that  llacs  screaas  which  mppear  to  be  eligible  for  wild  and  acenlc 
river  designation.  Foraal  eligibility  deterainatlons  are  aade  based  on  a  aore 
thorough  exaainatlon  of  the  sCreaas  in  a  given  area  relative  Co  the  eligibility 
criteria  contained  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  and  the  Sepcea6er  1982 
S3Cional  Wild  attd  Scenic  Rivers  System:  Final  Revised  Guidelines  For  Fllgibillcy. 
ClassificaCion.    and  Management  of  River  Areas. 


For 


rlv 


exaaple.  a 
ring,  the  Sa 
s  has  your 


o  on  page  i*b ,  the  plan  scaCea 
a  Clara  River  doaa  not  qualify  < 
fflce  deceralned  that  Che  SanC 


that  "Because  it  is  not  free 
a  an  eligible  river.'  On  what 
I  Clara  is  not  a  free  flowing 


We  recoaaend  that  this  plan  evaluate  the  eligibility  of  all  significant  screans 
on  BLH-adainiacered  lands  in  cha  reaoucca  area,  diacuas  specific  eligibility 
findings  relative  to  the  eligibility  criteria  concained  in  the  Auguat  1988  BLH 
guidelines  and  the  Septeaber  1982  guidelines ,  and  also  discuss  potential 
classification  of  eech  eligible  river  aegaent  baaed  on  those  sane  guidelines. 
-e  suggest  that  thetie  eligibility  and  classification  findings  be  docuaenCed  in 
an  appendix  to  Che  RMP/DEIS. 

On  page  82.  paragraph  six,  che  plan  staCes  chat  'Lacking  claaalf icatlon,  interia 
procacclon  would  not  be  provided  on  these  rivers."  Ue  believe  thla  ataCeaenC 
to  be  in  error  based  on  our  understanding  of  your  August  1988  guidelines.  The 
same  sCaceaent  is  repeaCed  on  page  166.  again  In  the  sixth  paragraph.   A  purpose 
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of  classification  la   *to  provide   realistic   inceria  aanageaent  precrlpctons , *   as 
discussed  on  pege   LI  of  che  BLM  guidelines       However,    eligible   rivers   should  be 

e  onsulcabla  for  designation 


and  until  thev  are  deteraln 


Ve    regret   any   confusio 
Inpaccs  Ajsassaanc 
3 


ed  by   a    lack   of   clarity    in   che   SRI 


The  discussion  of  iopacts  in  the  DEIS  should  be  expanded  to  include  lapacts 
lo  several  large  land  holdings  adjacent  to  BLM-adnlniatered  lands  In  the  resource 
area,  including  Zlon  National  Park.  Dixie  National  Foresc.  Palute  Indian 
Reservation,  and  Snow  Canyon  SCaCe  Park  The  DEIS  ahould  elso  consider  possible 
iapacts  to  resources  in  other  adJacenC  BLH  resource  areas.  If  applicable  Many 
aanageaenc  actions  taken  under  this  plan  will  certainly  lapact  these  resources, 
and   these    iapacts    should   be   considered  when   evaluating  alcemaclves 

tfildamess   Study  Areas 

9j  The  plan  fails  to  adequacely  address  che  scacua  and  aanageacnc  of  che 
allderness  study  areas  (WSA)  adJacenc  co  Zlon  Since  these  USAs  are  extreaely 
Important  for  protection  of  resources  In  Zlon.  the  NPS  Is  very  concerned  about 
how  they  will  be  aanaged  For  exaaple.  a  coaparatlve  analysis  of  Figure  2-6 
(Fluid  Minerals  Leasing  Categorleaj  and  Figure  2-10  fWSAs  and  Was).  Indicates 
that,  of  the  seven  USA  adjacent  to  Zlon.  five  are  currently  partially  or  totally 
open     CO     fluid    alneraU     leaalng  However     the     Nap    of     Dixie     Resource     Area 

Alcernacive  C,  in  che  aap  pocket,  ahovs  cheae  USA  aa  no  surface  occupancy  Since 
the  plan  does  not  clearly  Identify  the  aanageaent  of  these  WSAs ,  we  are  unsure 
exactly  whaC  che  atacua  of  sineral  leasing  Is  In  cheae  WSAs  The  revised  plan 
ihould  aore   clearly  describe    the   aanageaent   of   these   WSAs 

'•rasing  Nanagaaenc 


peraltced   In  Zlon  and  providing  Chls  type  of  aap  aay  cause  visitor  confusion  and 
manageoent    probleas    for    the    park. 

Specific  Coaaanta 

13)        On    Figure     1  - 1 ,     page    2 ,     che    privace     land    erect    ahown    in    white    above 
'Nacional"    in  the  park  la   aecually  NPS-adalniatared   land. 

lit)      On  page   13.    last   paragreph.    second   line,    the   word   la    "cryptogaaic .  * 

We    appreciate    the    opportunity    to    coiaient    on    thia    docuaenc    end   wish    to    review 
tsore   detailed  action  plana   aa   they  becoae  available.      If  you  have  any  questions 
or    wish    clarification   on    any    of    our    connenta ,    please    contact    Hlchael    Duwe , 
Division  of   Planning  and  Coapllance.    at   FTS    327-2B30  or  coonerclal 
(303)    969-2830 


^  J 


:'U.J 


Richard  A.  Strait 
Enclosure 


■))  The  Zion  Sacional  Park  Scaceaenc  For  nanagement  stetes  Chat  "Park  land  has 
-en  encroached  upon  in  several  locatlona  due  to  Inadequace  fencing  and 
acceptable  grazing  practices  of  several  park  nelghbora/lnholders  "  If  any  BLH 
izlng  allocaencs  are  adjacent  to  Zlon,  potential  or  existing  lapacts  Co  park 
sources  ahould  be  Included  in  the  DEIS. 

id  Claaalf icaclon/Managaaanc 

While  we  agree  chat  che  preferred  elcernatlve  is  che  aoac  protective  of 

ources  and  values  in  Zlon.  we  still  are  concerned  thet  aany  BLM-adalnlscered 

ds  near  Che  park  are  not  claaalfled  aa  recreaclon.  wildlife,  or  soae  other 

resource  procecclve  claaaif icaClon   Since  chere  la  auch  prlvete  land  adJacenc 

CO  the  perk,  we  are  very  concerned  with  any  aana,;«aenc  actlona  that  aay  coapound 

this  sltuaclon.  such  aa  che  aala  of  BLM-adtainlatared  lenda  near  the  park 

ORV  Manageaent 

12)  We  suggaet  chac  the  roada  and  cralla  wichln  Zlon  be  reaoved  froa  che 
AlMcaaclva  C  ORV  aap  In  che  aap  pockec  Ic  Is  unlikely  Chat  the  public  will 
realize  that  the  legend  does  not  epply  to  the  park.   Off  road  vehicle  use  la  not 


I 
1 
1 


102.1  This  InfornMtlon  Is  Included  1r  the  Draft  RMP  on  page  8. 

102.2  VRM  Class  I  Objectives  are  assigned  to  designated  wilderness  and 
scenic  ACECs.  The  Canaan  Mountain  viewshed.  fro«  the  entrance  to  Zlon 
NP.  Is  a  scenic  ACEC  and  VRM  Class  I.  The  BLM  Jurisdictions  In  the 
Hurricane  Cliffs  and  Kolob  Terrace  areas  do  not  meet  the  BLM  manual 
standard  that  landscape  must  be  "one  of  a  kind  or  very  rare  within  the 
physiographic  province." 

102.3  See  Response  93.8. 

102  4  P.L.  100-203  prohibits  Issuing  oil  and  gas  leases  or  the  Issuance  of 
permits  for  oil  and  gas  exploration  by  means  requiring  construction 
of  roads  or  road  Improvement  within  MSAs. 

102.5   There  are  no  Identified  Impacts  from  livestock  grazing  on  Zlon  MP. 
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M  n 

THE  WILDERNESS  SOCIETY 

(  I  M  RAI    HU(  Kll  s   Kl  t,l()\ 

January  25,  1990 
Mr.  David  Brine 
Dixie  Resource  Area  BLH 
225  N.  Bluff  Street 
St.  George,  Utah  84770 

Re:   Dixie  Resource  Management  Plan 

Dear  Mr.  Brine, 

The  Wxlderness  Society  is  a  membership  organization 
dedicated  to  the  preservation  and  wise  management  of  public 
lands.   Our  national  membership  exceeds  350,000  including  1,800 
people  in  Utah.   Wilderness  Society  members  value  the  public 
lands  and  resources  within  the  Dixie  Resource  Area  for  both  their 
personal  and  direct  use  and  for  indirect  values. 

After  reviewing  the  draft  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP),  we 
offer  support  for  Alternative  C  with  consideration  for  certain 
problems.   We  believe  the  concerns  itemized  below  should  be 
incorporated  into  the  provisions  of  Alternative  C  and  articulated 
in  the  final  plan. 

Oil  &  Gas  Drilling  -  No  Surface  Occupancy 

No  surface  occupancy  in  riparian  zones  as  proposed  is 
inadequate.   This  buffer  of  1/4  mile  from  the  centerline  of  the 
channel  should  be  amended  to  provide  a  1/4  mile  buffer  from  the 
edge  of  the  defined  riparian  zone.   The  dynamic  components  of  - 
riparian  zones  often  extend  well  beyond  the  green  strip  wetland. 
The  NSO  you  would  establish  by  this  alternative  would  in  some 
instances  allow  surface  occupancy  within  the  riparian  area 
itself.   Likewise,  we  recommend  a  NSO  buffer  of  1/2  from  the 
boundary  of  the  riparian  zone  on  the  West  Fork  of  Beaver  Dam 
Wash. 

Further,  we  propose  that  a  NSO  stipulation  be  imposed  within 
national  park  viewsheds.   The  spectacular  scenic  vistas  from  Zion 
National  Park  in  particular  would  be  destroyed  by  the  occurrence 
of  multiple  drilling  operations  in  the  viewshed. 

Plans  of  Operations  for  Toxic  Process  Mining 

In  the  case  of  heap  leach  mining,  we  request  that  the  RMP 
articulate  a  policy  to  require  Plans  of  Operations  for  each 
operation  regardless  of  acres  disturbed.   Transportation, 
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^S  application  in  the  process,  and  reclamation  of  lands  subject  to 

^S  process,  constitute  significant  threats  to  public  resources.  We 

^S  bel4.eve  the  5-acre  Impact  threshold  for  triggering  a  Plan  of 

^B  Operations  has  Inadvertently  become  a  loophole  to  avoid  necessary 

^5  analysis  and  mitigation  provisions  of  very  real  threats. 

^S  Further,  It  is  our  view  that  the  BLM  has  the  latitude,  discretion 

^B  and  responsibility  to  impose  this  requirement. 

^B  Bonding  Requirements  for  Locatable  Mineral  Operations 

^5  The  amount  of  public  liability  for  mining  reclamation  is 

^5  increasing  at  an  alarming  rate.   This  trend  can  only,  in  our 

^5  view,  become  more  acute  in  light  of  potential  widespread  heap 

^B  leach  operations  that  are  not  now  even  being  analyzed.   BLM  has 

^S  the  legal  responsibility  to  assure  reclamation  and  mitigation  for 

^E  of  public  resources,  and  we  believe  you  should,  in  the  case  of 

^S  cyanide  heap  leach  operations,  assess  a  bond  equal  to  reclamation 

^B  and  mitigation  costs. 

as  withdrawals  and  Limited  Uses 

^B  One  need  only  examine  the  current  heap  leach  operations  to 

^S  see  that  water  quality,  wildlife  species,  and  scenic  values  are 

^5  eminently  threatened.   Water  aquifers  are  not  being  protected 

^B  from  contamination  simply  because  they  are  being  used  at  this 

^—  point  in  time.   Scenic  beauty,  one  of  the  most  important  local 

^S  attributes  causing  population  projections,  are  being  threatened 

^s  by  unchecked  mining  operations  and  off-road  vehicle  recreation. 

sss  The  unaltered  natural  environment  that  provides  setting, 

^B  recreation,  and  a  healthy  environment  is  not  adequately 

^B  protected.   Yet,  population  projections  for  Washington  County 

^B  indicate  that  the  demand  for  these  natural  values  will  increase 

^B  drcunatically  over  the  timeframe  of  the  RMP.   We  believe 
^B      ]  additional  acres  should  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  activity  in 
^B      I  these  areas:   Canaan  Mountain,  Cottonwood  Canyon,  Red  Mountain, 
—  103.3  j  Deep  Creek  and  LaVerkin  Creek. 

^S  visual  Resources 

^B  We'd  like  to  strongly  support  the  VRM  II  in  Alternative  C. 

^B  Although  this  classification  is  not  as  restrictive  as  VRM  I,  we 

^B  recognize  the  accommodation  that  allow  certain  temporary  impacts 

^B  but  retain  scenic  values  over  the  long  term.   This  particular 

^B  reconciliation  of  competing  interests  is  appropriate  and  we 

^B  support  it.   Scenic  values,  VRM  I,  are  also  important  components 

^5  of  ACECs  and  a  fundamentally  consequential  part  of  this 

^S  management  plan.   We  support  your  commitment  to  protecting  the 

^S  scenic  beauty  of  Canaan  Mountain  and  Red  Mountain  for  this  and 

^B  generations  to  come. 
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Special  Recreation  Management  Areae 

Many  of  the  recreation  opportunities  unique  to  this  area 
would  be  partially  protected  by  SRMA.   We  support  the  proposed 
management  plan  in  part  because  of  the  strong  prescription  for 
recreation  resources  management.   We  concur  that  this  area  will 
enjoy  a  greatly  increasing  demand  for  recreation  opportunities. 
The  proposed  SRMA  will  result  in  recreation  management  on  a 
sustained  yield  basis.  We  do  recommend  that  monitoring  for 
impacts  from  off-road  vehicle  use  be  established  within  the  first 
year  of  the  plan  and  should  negative  impacts  be  found,  that  open 
areas  be  closed  to  existing  toads  and  trails.   Areas  closed  to 
ORV  activity  are  far  too  small.   Noise,  damage  to  soil  stability, 
harm  to  wildlife  and  to  scenic  values  all  unavoidably  occur  from 
ORV  use.  We  very  strongly  support  the  closed  designations 
identified  in  Alternative  C  but  suggest  those  acres  should  extend 
to  tortoise  habitat  on  Beaver  Dam  slope  and  to  SRMAs. 

Utility  Corridors 

The  1-mile  wide  utility  corridor  is  too  wide.   Further,  we 
adamantly  oppose  additional  utility  corridors  beyond  the  existing 
IPP  and  Navajo-McCullogh  corridors.   The  construction,  necessary 
infrastructure,  maintenance,  and  continuing  visual  degradation  is 
absolutely  unacceptable  for  this  uniquely  remote  and  beautiful 
area.  This  plan  should  not  classify  any  lands  for  use  absent 
full  analysis  which  has  not  been  done  for  utility  corridors. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment. 


Sincerely,   s 

/Jane  Leeson,    Utah 
Representative 


103.1  The  Proposed  Plan  has  been  changed  with  respect  to  Beaver  Oam  Hash 
proper. 

103.2  See  Response  97.1 

103.3  See  Response  101.6. 

103.4  See  Response  52.10. 
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Dave  Brine 

bureau  oi  Land  Management 

Dixie  Resource  Area 

z2S  Nortn  Biuii  St 

St.  ijeoree.  Utah  w-^/'u 

Dear  Uave. 

The  National  ParKS  and  Conservation  Association  suomics  tne 
loliowme  comments  on  the  drait  kesource  Manaeement  f-lan  and  Ei^ 
tor  the  Dixie  Resource  Area.   our  comments  are  oreanised  under 
various  issue  and  proEram  headings . 


WODSistency_ with. National _ParK_Seryice_ Plans.  Policies 
Proeraros 


The  Dixie  RMP  tails  to  adequately  meet  the  requirements  tor 
coordination  and  consistency  oetueen  BLM  resource  manapement 
plans  and  the  approved  plans,  policies  and  proerams  ot  other 
federal  agencies,  as  imposed  bv  the  provisions  oi  FLPMa,  BLM 
planning  reeulations.  NEPA  and  the  NPS  ureanic  Act    Of 
particular  concern  is  the  need  lor  greater  consistency  with 
approved  plans,  policies  and  programs  tor  Zion  National  Park, 
and  the  sensitive  management  of  BLM  areas  integrally  related  to 
the  long-term  protection  and  visitor  enjoyment  of  park 
resources,   while  the  Dixie  RMP  brieflv  recognizes  some 
interrelationships  between  the  resources  and  values  of  Zion 
National  Park  and  Dixie  Resource  Area  lands,  it  tails  to: 

>  adequately  describe  or  analyze  the  interrelationships 
between  the  resources  and  values  of  Zion  National  Park  and  the 
Dixie  Resource  Area,   This  includes,  but  is  not  necessarily 
limited  to  identifying:  BLM  lands  that  comprise  park  watershed 
lande:  BLM  lands  that  provide  important  habitat  for  park 
wildlife:  BLM  lands  that  comprise  park  viewsheds 

>  adequately  analyze  potential  impacts  to  park  resources 
and  visitors  from  the  alternatives  presented  in  the  RMP. 
including  the  proposed  action: 

>  identify  officially  adopted  and  approved  resource  related 
plans,  policies  and  programs  for  Zion  National  Park  and  the 
management  objectives  and  concerns  described  in  those  plans  that 
are  integrally  related  to  manapement  of  Dixie  Resource  Area 
lands : 
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>  Identify  and  addr***  potential  Inconalatencles  betM 
park  plans,  policies  and  proprans  and  the  Dixie  KHP: 

>  •••k  raaolutlon  of  thosa  lnconslst«ncies . 


6 1 _§y B^^Ey-Ql- Basic  Cons IstencyHegui resents 

FLPMA  and  BLM  planning  regulations  are  explicit  In 
requiring  the  BLM  to  strive  tor  consistency  between  faLM  resource 
nanapenent  plans  and  other  approved  resource  related  plans  or 
proi^raas  of  other  federal  affencies . 

FLPMA  requires  that  the  :>ecretarv  "coordinate  the  land  use 
inventory,  plannine  and  manaeement  activities  oi  or  tor  such 
lands  uith  the  land  use  pianninp  and  management  programs  oi 
other  Federal  departments  and  agencies 


FLPMA  Section  *:u.*;  i  c  i  i  9  i  .  *»j  USC  section  17l2i  c  i  i -;*  i  . 
planning  regulations  elaborate  on  this  requirement. 


BLM 


Guidance  and  resource  management  plans  .  .  .  shall  be 
consistent  with  otficiailv  approved  or  adopted  resource 
related  plans,  and  the  policies  and  programs  contained 
therein,  of  other  Federal  agencies  .  . 


CFR  Section  ibl". 


,  :<-2i  a  ( 


Similarly.  BLM  planning  regulations  require  that  guiaance 
provided  bv  tne  Director  and  state  Director  tor  the  preparation 
OI  a  RMP  Shall : 

I  1 )  Ensure  tnat  it  is  as  consistent  as  possible  with 
existing  oiiiciailv  adopted  and  approved  resource  related 
plans,  policies  or  programs  ot  other  federal  aeencies  .  .  . 

(i)  Identity  areas  where  the  proposed  guidance  is 
inconsistent  with  such  policies,  oians  or  programs  and 
provide  reasons  whv  th.e  inconsistencies  exist  and  cannot  be 
remedied ;  and 


Should  thtty  [oth«r  f*d«ral  asttnci**]  notify  thm   Oistrxct  or 
Area  Manager,  in  writing,  ot  what  th«v  believe  to  be 
specific  inconslBtencie*  betwa^n  the  IBLM]  r^aource 
manageaent  plan  and  their  otticialiv  approved  and  adopted 
reaourca  related  plana,  the  resource  aanagement  plan 
docuaentation  shall  show  how  thoae  Inconslstenc lee  were 
addressed .  and  if  possible .  resolved 

CFR  Section  Iblu.  :j-1  let 


Furthermore.  National  Environmental  Policv  Act  (NEPAt 
regulations  specidcallv  require  that  the  environmental 
consequences  section  of  an  EIS  i including  an  EIS  on  a  Resource 
Management  Han i  include  identitication.  and  analysis  ot  the 
toreseeable  consequences  of: 

Possible  cent  nets  between  the  proposea  action  and  the 
obiectivea  ot  Federal  .  .  -  land  use  plans .  policies  and 
controls  tor  the  area  concerned 

uv   CFR    1502. 16 


Finally,  the  1^78  amendments  to  tne  NFS  urganic  Met  require 
the  Secretary  ot  Interior  to  assure  that  nis  actions,  inciudine 
actions  on  BLM  lands,  do  not  derogate  National  ParK  Svstera 
values  ana  resources. 

Theauthorization  of  activities  shall  De  construea  ana  the 
protection,  management,  ana  administration  ot  these  areas 
shall  De  conducted  in  light  ot  tne  nigfi  puMic  value  ana 
integrity  ot  the  National  Park  svstem  ana  Ehaii  not  oe 
exercised  in  derogation  oi  tne  vaiueEanq  purposes  ic-r 
"t|i^5_^^§§^_y^?!i?y§_§r^55_b§y%_&§%0_®§?3t'iiEheq .  exceot  as 
mav  have  been  or  snail  be  directiv  and  speciiicaiiv 
provided  bv  congress. 


USi^  Section  ia 


1 Emtnasis  addea 


I J I  Notify  the  other  rederal  agencies  ,    .  witn  wnom 
consistency  is  not  achieved  and  indicate  anv  aopropriat 
methods .  procedures .  actions  and/ or  programs  which  the 
state  Director  believes  mav  lead  to  resolution  ot  such 
inconsistencies . 


Tnese  reauirements  are  implemented  m  Blm's  planning 
regulations  bv  the  reauirement  that  BLM  must  adopt  actions  tc- 
resoive  inconsistenc les  between  a  prooosed  KMP  and  another 
leaerai  aeencvs  aoprovea  resource  related  Plans,  particularly 
if  that  federal  agencv  nas  notified  the  BLM  of  the  potential 
inconsistenc  v    Tne  i  eeuiatic.ns  sav  : 
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.-^-  _?9?!e_reieyant  _NPs_Pians^  .F'9iicies_and_  Programs 

several  ofiiciallv  approved  plans  tor  Lion  National  Park 
explicitly  address  the  need  tor  compatible  management  ot  BLM 
lands  adiacent  to  the  park  to  assure  tne  long-term  protectit-n  ot 
parK  resources  and  values.   These  plans  include,  but  are  not 
necessarily  limited  to.  the  "Natural  Resource  Management  Pi an 
and  EA  for  Zion  National  Park.  196 J."  i Eion  kmp »  and  the  Zion 
National  Park  "Statement  tor  Management . "  ly» /  t  iion  SM  i  . 

These  plans  identity  tne  need  for  coordination  witn 
ad.iacent  land  managing  agencies ,  inc  luding  the  BLM .  to  assure 
compatible  management.   The  plans  identity  specific  management 
ob.iectives  tor  interagency  issues    Thev  identii  v  "ma  lor"  issues 
and  a  host  of  other  concerns  that  require  interaEencv 
attention .   These  include,  but  are  not  limited  to: 

>  protection  ot  the  scenic  views  enjoved  bv  visitors  from 
kev  locations  within  the  park  irom  scenic  intrusion: 

»  protection  of  clean  air: 

>  protection  ot  watershed  areas  t rom  activities  that  could 
degrade  park  waters: 

>  preservation  of  the  existing  flows  in  waterways  that  r low 
into  the  park; 

>  protection  ot  park  resources  and  values  t  rom  the 
potential  ot  energy  and  mineral  development  on  adiacent  lands : 

>  trespass  grazing : 

>  maintenance  of  Zion's  deer  herd  bv  compatible  manaeement 
of  important  habitat  outside  the  park: 

>  reestablishment  ot  bighorn  sheep  and  oamtiei  quail. 

>  management  of  roads  and  trails  on  adiacent  lands  that 
pass  into  the  park  or  near  the  park  boundary  to  avoia  illegal 
hun«-ing.  trapping,  tree  cutting  and  other  unlautul  activities: 

>  the  expansion  ot  the  park  to  include  several  BLM  wSAs . 

AS  required  bv  the  "consistency"  provisions  noted  above. 
5t?e_pixie  RMP_shquid_identif y_and_address^the_manageme 
5^J§ctiyes_andinteragencv_concerns  identified  bvtheN 
???oyld_address_means  of  resolyinganyconi 1 lets  that  are 
i^^DSiti©^_between_park  protection  object 1 yes  and _SLM_ pi annin 
recommendations i  and _ehquld_ anal yzethe^enyironmental 
coDseguencesotanycqnf lie ts_ that  cannot _be_ef feet lyely 
resolved^ 


Statea  Manaeement  Ltie',tive.=  hi-=ie'-"3nT  r-  t.--   ..injvement  :t 
BlM  I a nas 

To  cooperate  wirn  otner  ecvernmentai  agen '  i^s  .  i :  '.ai 
i-.ommuni  ties  .  private  oreanization  ana  memoers  ot  tne  out  1 1 :  in  : 

1   Planning  and  aeveiCFine  appr;cridTe  :  ■:  mmer:  131  ana 
recreational  laciiities  in  environmenta  iiv  :  :-mpar  iDle  i  ■-ni  jns 
outsiqe  the  par K , 

■^   tnsyringtnat  gra^ine.  logging,  mining,  summer  -ni-me 
deveiopment^  and  otner  lana  uses  in  tne  park's  immeaiate 
VIC inity  are  corapatiple  --  to  tne.  greatest  aegree  possicie  -- 
yir-D_?t'^_ir?'OSrterm  perpetuation  ot  ^  tne^parK'  s^sceni-:  vistas  ana 
D^^yri^.y^iues 

J ,  tnsuring  that  energydeyelopment  in  the. parK^s  airsnea 
is  implemented  in  a  manner  that  preserves  existing  air  quality 
in  tne  park , 

^   M§iD?^iDiDS  3  '^^sr  nerq.  in  tne  pari-'  and  in 
reestablishing  native  wildlife  species  sucn  as  jamceis  quaii 
and  desert  bignorn   wnere  scientiiic  eviaence  snc'WF  tna^-  sucn 
reestabiishments  are  ecologically  desirable  ana  tecnnicallv 
possi ble 

5   ■??y^yiDS_aD?_990i5?riDS_#it_§D^_y3ter  guaiityin  tne 
P^rk^ in. order  to  develop  programs ,i  or  tneir  improvement  and 
Pr9S?ctign_t  rom  degradation  ,  >  Zion  SM  .  t^ .  2n-^^  i 


'    To  protect  and  ennanee  tne  natural  scenic  values  ot 
park  bv  eliminating  existing  incompatible  uses  ana  the 
possibility  ot  such  uses  in  tne  tuture.  and  to  secure  --  tn 
cooperative  agreements,  easeaents .  acquisition,  ana  other 
appropriative  means  --  a  land  base  adequate  to  acnieve  the 
park's  purpose   iZion  SM.  P..^"/i 


'    To  aaintain  the  quality 
natural  water  sources  that  t\av 
serving  domestic  needs  and  in 
communities,   i  Zion  SM .  p  2.'^  • 


and  t low  ot  water  trom  all 

ceen  traditionally  important  in 
sroetuating  tne  oarks  ecological 


>  To  the  degree  possible,  to  restore  and  perpetuate  tne 
native  plant  and  animal  lite  and  natural  evolutionary  torces 
that  existed  prior  to  disturbance  bv  European  man,  iZiC'n  SM. 


Some  examples  ot  management  objectives  and  concerns 
identified  bv  the  NPS  in  the  two  plans  cited  above  include: 
(All  emphases  are  added. ) 

General : 

»  The  park  is  bordered  bv  public  and  private  lands.   The 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  administers  roughly  60  percent,  i Zion 
RMP.  P12.2) 


!:?§D?t:#^_t§Dd_yse/ Visitor  Use : 

>  Ib?t^_i§_^_Deed_for_concinuing  observations  to  determine 
the  effects  oi_heayier_yisicor_use_and_cnanging_ land; use 
Pr^ctices_in_the_surroynding^area  on_air_and_ water  guality. 
yi^dliteand  plant  life.  iZion  SM.  P.iOt 

>  portended  developments,  industrial  or  domestic,  will 
certainly  result  m  the  degradation  ot  air  and  water.   as 
peripheral  developments  increase.  Zion  National  Park  will  become 
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■ore  of  a  uilderness  island,  but  nanapement  will  continue  to  be 
confronted  with  the  lormidable  challenge  to  maintain  anv 
sefflblance  of  wilderness,   The  quality  of  everv  visitor's  park 
experience  will  be  lessened  proportionately.  (Zion  SM.  P.iJj 


>  From  various  observation  points  in  the  park,  panoraaic 
vistas  can  be  viewed  showing  the  variety  and  diversity  of  the 
surrounding  landscape.   The  clean,  dry  air  allows  the  viewine  of 
distant  features  such  as  the  Kaibab  Plateau  in  north  Arizona. 
(Zion  SM.  P. 9) 


Grazing . 

>  "Livestock,  primarily  cattle,  stray  into  the  park  throueh 
breaks  m  the  boundary  fences  and  m  some  cases,  are  apparently 
let  in  through  gates.   Thlg_trggp>gs_grazing_serj.ously_deplete 
yegetatign_in_the  Earkj__stresses_uildiife_and_contributes 
??9§i?r§5®^_§rosion_and_uatertable  loweringin  f ioodpiain 
§C®i§^__It>?_willows_in_lower_Hop_  Valley  _haye_been_grazed_aiino 
9y?_5C_existence_this_way .   .  ,  i  Zion  RMP.  Pl:<!.ij 

>  Park  land  has  been  encroached  upon  in  several  locations 
due  to  inadequate  fencing  and  unacceptable  grazing  practices  of 
several  park  neighbors/ inholders .   as  with  the  access  concern . 
this  IE  a  major  issue  and  will  require  operating  lunds  to 
construct .  "laintain  and  monitor  fence  lines  in  areas  of 
trespass   liiion  5M.  P  25 1 


Minerals 

>  Exxon  Corporation  has  staked  out  at  least  7uu  uranium 
claims  on  the  western  boundary  of  the  park.   iZion  hMP.  P12.2. 
under  General  Land  Protection  and  Boundary  Management i 

There  is  a  strong  possibility  of  mining  operations  opening 
on  the  headwaters  of  several  park  watershed .  \ Zion  iM .  P  12 » 


Fire: 

>  There  are  places  along  the  boundaries  where  there  is  a 
significant  potential  for  fire  to  move  into  tor  out  oft  the 
park . 


'  Manyroadsandtrailscrossoyerthe^poundaries  into  park 
i#Dd^__Sometimes_these_are_useO_f or  access^ by  people  hunting J 
?rapping^_cuttins  trees_or  otherwise_engaged_in_unldwiui 
activities.  iZion  RMP.  P,l2.2i 


Scenery/Air_yuality ; 

>  Where  park  boundaries  adjoin  development,  like  Sprinedale 
or  agricultural  land  as  in  cave  vallev,  there  is  an  abrupt 
change  in  the  quality  of  the  scenery,   In_some_cases_this 
'^etracts_serioyslv_f  rom_the_experience_ot  _park_yi.sitors  .   i  Zion 
RMP.  P.12.2J 


>  Scenic  views  long  used  by  the  visiting  public  could  be 
degraded  by  airborne  pollution  from  power  plants  and  associated 
mining  activities.  (Zion  SM.  P. 12) 


Watershed : 

>  The  park  covers  about  1^7.000  acres.  yet_the_area_of_park 
y§5§£§D^_9y5side_the_boundary_is_almost_three_timeE_as_large 
(about  i.29.000  acres.)   Most  precipitation  in  the  watershed 
occurs  at  higher  elevations .  mostlyoutsidethe^park .  as  snow 
during  winter  months .   Thus .  the_discharge_and_water_guality_of 
stream6_in_the_park_are_strongly_dependent_on_deyeiopments 
?ytside_the_park_in_the^headwaters_of _the_£ast_and_North_Forks 
ot_5d?_yirSi:D^Riyer_iincluding  Kglob_and_Deep_Creek7_and~^ 
yerkin_ River    yi^ PiCt icy lar_interest_aredeyelgpments_ that _may 
§ifect  snowgac  kj^waterusei  n_t  ha  tarea  and  discharge  of 
P9^iytants_into_the_streams_and  aguifers .  ( Zion  RMP.  PI . 1 

>  There  are  several  dams  proposed  for  the  park's  main 
watershed,  which  could  cause  signiiicant  alternations  to  the 
ecosystems  in  the  park .   i Zion  SM .  P  a i 

Wildlife: 

>  The  park's  migratory  deer  population  is  heavilv 
influenced  by  hunting  and  land  use  practices  on  the_outside_ot 
the  park . 


§9?e_actiyities_prgppsed_on_adjacent_lands_yiewed_as 
l*5t)rsats"_to_park  values^ 

>  Threats  of  uranium  exploration  and  oil  development  on  the 
western  boundary,  i 2ion  RMP.  P. II. it 

'  Three  dam  proposals  in  the  watershed  above  the  park 
boundary   iZion  RMP.  P.ll.ij 

>  The  potential  for  coal  mining  m  the  Kolob  coal  field,  an 
area  north  of  the  park,  iZion  RMP.  F-ll.ij 

>  Three  dams  and  energy  developments  in  the  upper  watershed 
tZion  RMP.  P. II , 2) 

>  Biological  contamination  of  park  waters  from  upstream 
livestock  pollution  iZion  RMP.  P  1 1 .  .<;  i 

>  There  ite  a  great  potential  for  energy  development, 
particularly  coal,  to  the  east  and  north  of  the  park.   Ma.ior 
concerns  revolve  around  air  and  water  quality  eftects  of  coal 
mining  and_the_deyelopment_gfaccess_rgads_to_preyiousiy- remote 
3reas .   An  additional  concern  than  needs  to  be  addressed  is  the 
yisibilityimpactof _majgr_eguipraent_mgying  or_working_within 
5D?_e§rk_yiewshed . 
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f!*r*?_Boundary_Ad2ustments  : 

>  Ten  parcels  of  BLM  land  adiacert  to  and  contiguous  with 
Zion  National  Park  have  been  studied  tor  their  appropriateness 
as  inclusions  to  the  park.  h   study  in  June  of  196a  provided  the 
data  necessary  to  support  the  addition  of  six  ot  the  ten  units. 
The  criteria  for  inclusion  were  basea  on  scientii ic ,  scenic .  and 
recreational  needs  in  harmony  with  a  definite  management 
concern.   Three  ot  these  units  were  recommended  for  inclusion 
based  on  their  importance  in  protecting  watersheds  above  the 
park,  to  ensure  ecological  maintenance  ot  the  virgin  River  and 
its  tributaries,  i Zion  SM.  P . 2b ) 

The  WSA  's .  as  recommended  in  196'.  and  again  in  196/  for 
consideration  are,    in  priority  order,  as  follows:  iiNorth  Fork. 
2)  Deep  Creek,  3»  Orderville.  *♦  i  La  verkin  Creek,  bt  watchman. 
6)  Goose  Creek,  iZion  SM.  P,12-1J) 


Qi.Somespecif icexamples  of _BLMJ^s_tailyre_tg_identif y_ana 
<'d^I!6§§_B95§Dii§i_iQ9?D§i§5?09i§§_^5y§?D_yf!§_Pi§0§_§D^_policies 
aDd_the_pixie_RMP : 

*  Areas_of _Critical_Enyironmental_concern :  The  BLM  manual 
specifically  requires  that  "Public  lands  adjacent  to 
de»i«n*tiona  of  other  F*d«ral  and  State  agencies  must  be 
reviewed  to  determine  if  the  special  values  upon  which  the 
adjacent  designation  was  based  extend  into  the  planning  area  and 
meet  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria,"   There  is  no 
indication  that  this  was  done 


More  generally,  the  RMP  also  fails  to  protect  the  scenic 
quality  of  important  BLM  areas  that  comprise  the  viewshed  ot 
important  park  observation  points  and  to  protect  the  scenic 
character  of  BLM  areas  that  are  natural  extensions  ot  the  park's 
scenic  landscape   The  RMP  also  fails  to  Identlfv  topographic 
features  on  BLM  land  that  are  natural  extensions  of  the  park 
lie.  Red  Butte,  bear  Trap  Canyon,  beep  Creek.  La  verkin  Creek > . 
NPCA  believes  that  the  identification  and  assessment  of  these 
types  of  areas  are  reauired  by  FLPMm  regulations  and  BLM  manual 
provisions  on  acECs.  (See  also  our  arguments  under  Visual  and 
ACEC ,  » 

'  BiP§riiOiWater:  The  RMP  properly  notes  that  'water, 
originating  in  part  on  public  lands .  t lows  through  and  becomes 
an  integral  aspect  of  Zion  National  Park,  which  is  enjoved  bv 
some  2.OOU.0U0  visitors  annuallv,  '   The  RMP,  fails  to  identify, 
however  the  specific  waterways  that  t low  from  BLM  lands  into  the 
Park.   Similarly,  the  BLM  fails  to  identify  BLM  lands  that 
comprise  watershed  lands  for  the  Park 

,  Wildlife:  Despite  the  important  concerns  identified  bv 
the  NPS  in  itsStatement  for  Management  and  Resource  Management 
Plan  for  Zion  regarding  the  management  of  deer ,  bighorn  sheep . 
peregrine  falcon  and  other  wildliie  on  non-park  lands,  the  RMP 
fails  to  describe  or  address  the  interrelationship  between  BLM 
wildlife  management  prograss  and  NPS  ob.jectives. 

'  'grazing ;  Uespite  the  serious  concerns  identified  bv  the 
NPS  in  its  Statement  for  Management  and  RMP  for  Zion  about 

(trespass  grazing,  the  BLM  tails  to  identify  or  address  this 
concern  in  the  RMP 


*  yisuai r   The  Oixie  RMP  recognizes  the  outstanding  visual 
value  of  Zion  National  Park  and  acknowledges,  briefly,  that  BLM 
lands  play  an  important  role  in  preserving  the  scenic  integrity 
of  the  park.   For  example,  the  RMP  notes  that  "Dixie  Resource 
Area  scenerv  is  viewed  bv  every  sightseeing  tourist  in  the  1-15 
travel  corridor  and  the  entrance  corridor  to  Zion  National 
Park."  (DRMP.  P**4 )  Similarly,  the  RMP  notes  that  designation  of 
a  "scenic"  ACEC  on  the  south  escarpment  of  Canaan  Mountain  and 
the  south  face  of  Smithsonian  Butte  "would  benefit  tourist 
sightseers  traveling  between  Zion  National  Park  and  Pipe  Springs 
National  Monument . " 


The  RMP  fails,  however,  to  fully  xd«ntify  the  important 
interrelationship  between  BLM  lands  and  the  park's  scenic 
resources.   For  exasple.  the  RMP  fails  to  identify  BLM  areas 
that  are  visible  from  (either  as  foreground,  middle  ground  or 
104  2    distance  ground)  laportant  or  popular  perk  obeervstlon  points 
(ie,  tbe  West  Rxm   Trail.  Leva  Point  Lookout).   Similarlv.  the 
VRM  inventory  does  not  e<tpear  to  eeeeea  the  scenic  value  of  BLM 
land*  froB  any  observation  points  located  with  Zion  National 
Park,  despite  the  fact  that  large  numbers  of  people  view  BLM 
lands  from  these  locations. 
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ACEC_noBinat Ions : 

BLM   has    failed   to  give   priority   to   the  designation   and 
protection   of    areas   of    critical   environaental    concern   as 
required   bv   FLPMA   becaus*   it   tMS   fall«d   to  i<tantlfy  aii   ar*** 
which  aeet   th«  reiavance  and   Isportanc*  crltaria   and   fully 
consider   th«se  ar««s   throughout   the  planning   procass        BLM 
Manual    1613.21    savs : 

All   areas   which   neet    the   relevance   and    importance  criteria 
must    be   identified   as   potential    aCECs   and   fullv   considered 
for   designation   and   managenent    in   resource  managenent 
planning . " 

As    our    nooinations    indicate,    ue    believe    there    are    a    number 
of    areas    with    important    scenic .    wildlife,    cultural,    watershed . 
and   riparian   values    that   meet    the  criteria   and   should    have   been 
considered   in   at    least    one  alternative. 

BLM   has   also   apparently   tailed    to   comply   with   the 
provisions    in   BLM   Manual    lbl3.ziiAM^i    which   savs 


Finally,    a   number   of    the   following   areas   noma.n*t«d   tor   *CCC 
d«mlgn«tlon   bv  NPCA   have   previously   been   studied    tor    uilderness 
designation    and    designated    as    WSAs         NPCA    recognizes    that    BLM 
nay    have   disregarded    ACEC    consideration    of    these    important    areas 
because    it    viewed    USA    protection    as    adequate    "special    management 
attention"    to    protect    their    values.       If    that    is    the    basis, 
however,    the   RMf'  should  otimr   a   apAcxtic   anslvsis  demonstrating 
that    all   of    the   important   valuttm  of    th*mm  armaa   will   be   fully 
protected   through   thm  cont*mplated   lifm  of    this   plan        Such.  *n 
analvalB    Im   necessary    because   it    is    not   self-evident    that 
applicable  management    reguirmments   for   the  U^As   can   provide   full 
protection.       Furthermore,     it    is    quite    possible    that    no 
wilderness    designation    of    the    areas    will    be   achieved    within    the 
life   span   of    the    RMP :    or    it    is    possible    that    wilderness 
designation    may    be    rejected. 

As   provided    for    in   BLM  Manual    Section    loiJ,*«i.    NPCA   makes 
the    following    nominations    of    areas    tor    protection    as    /treas    of 
Critical    Environmental   Concern 


Public    lands   adjacent    to  designations   ot    other   Federal   and 
State  agencies   must    be   reviewed    to  determine   if    the  special 
values   upon   which   the   adjacent   designation   was    based   extend 
into    the    planning    area    and    meet    the    relevance   and 
importance   criteria . 


There   is   no   indication   in   the   HMP   that    this    inventory   and 
review   was  carefully  completed. 


BLM  also   improperly   eliminates   and    fails    to  consider    in   at 
least   one   alternative   several    Internal   agency   ACEc   nominations. 
As    noted    above.    BLM   Manual    1613.21    requires    BLM   to    fullv 
consider    iin   at    least   one   alternative)    every   area   determined   to 
meet    the   relevance  and    importance  criteria.       BLM   determines    that 
several   areas   meet    that   criteria    i virgin   to  Sprlngdale   corridor. 
Upper   Beaver   Dam   Wash)    but   tails   to   consider   these   "potential 
ACECs"    in   at    least   one  alternative. 

BLM    also    improperly   eliminates    several    ACECs    from    turther 
consideration    for    improper    reasons         The    BLM   Manual    makes    it 
clear    that    all   areas    that   meet    that    relevance  and   importance 
criteria    and    that    require   special    management    attention    must    be 
designated    as    acECe .       BLM   Manual    Section    lolJ.jJE.     for    example, 
makes    it    clear    that    once    an    area    has    been   determined    to    meet    the 
relevance    and    importance   criteria    it    can    be    not    designated    onlv 
II    special    management    attention    le    not    required.       Thus,    tne 
rationale   that    "BLM   manages    insufficient    amount    of    foregrouno 
landscape  along   this   corridor"    is   not    an   acceptable   reason   tor 
eliminating   the   potential    Virgin   to   Sprinedale  corridor   ACEi- . 


Note  Ifi  rfiiifir: 

104.6  j   The  HPCA  submitted  ACEC  nomi nations  for  Deep  Creek.  North  Fork.  Kolob 

Creek.  Goose  Creek.  Bear  Trap  Canyon.  Hlllls  Creek.   LaVerkIn  Creek, 
Taylor  Creek.  Red  Butte.  Cave  Valley,  Crater  Hill,  Rockvllle  Bench, 
I   Hatchman,  Shunesberg,  enlarged  Canaan  Mountain,  Gooseberry  Hesa,  Black 
Ridge.  Highway  9  Scenic  Corridor,  and  Upper  Beaver  Dam  Hash. 

104.7  The  Information  Included  the  NPCA's  evaluation  of  the  relevance  and 
Importance  criteria.     This  material   (pages  12  through  42  of  the 
letter)  Is  on  file  and  available  for  detailed  review  In  the  Dixie 
Resoure  Area  Office. 
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?E2P9sed  Management _ Prescript ions_for_NPCA_AC|c_N 

NPCA  proposes  the  following  management  prescriptions  for 
the  ACECs  we  have  nominated.   We  believe  these  management 
prescriptions  are  necessary  to  complv  with  FLPMA's  requirement 
to  "protect  trom  irreparable  harm"  the  values  for  which  a._Ei_s 
are  designated . 

>  Proposed  Management  Prescriptions  tor  Ail  ACECs 
designated  to  Protect  Scenic  values.   This  includes  NPCA's 
proposed  ACECs  for  Deep  Creek/Koiob  Creek/North  creek;  coose 
Creek:  Bear  Trav  Canvon:  Willis  Creek;  La  Verkin  Creek;  Tavior 
Creek;  Red  Butte;  Cave  Fiat;  crater  Hill;  Rockville  Bench: 
Watchman:  Shunesberg;  Expanded  Canaan  Mountain;  Hiehwav  ^  scenic 
Corridor. 

>  No  Surface  Occupancy  tor  uil  and  Cas  activities 
'  Closed  to  mineral  entry. 

>  Closed  to  mineral  material  sales. 

>  Closed  to  disposal . 

>  Closed  to  vegetative  treatment. 
'  Closed  to  ORVs. 

>  Closed  to  grazing - 

>  Right  of  way  exclusion  area. 

>  Managed  as  VRM  Class  1. 

»  Proposed  Management  Prescription  tor  Ail  ACECs  designated 
to  Protect  Cultural  and  watershed/Riparian/Aquif er  Values:   This 
includes  Gooseberry  Mesa  and  Upper  Beaver  Dam  wash,  < while  NHCA 
proposes  other  ACECs  to  protect  these  values,  thev  are  included 
in  the  group  listed  above  because  they  are  also  proposed  to 
protect  scenic  values. i 

the  above,  except  Managed  as  VRM  class  II  instead 


NPCA  strongly  endorses  SLM's  recognition  ot  the  Dixie 
hesource  Area's  outstanding  visual  aualitv  ana  commends  tne  blm 
for  acknowiedeing  the  importance  and  aesiraoiiitv  ot  protecting 
scenic  values    We  agree  that  the  L'lxie  hesource  nreia    containr 
nationailv  significant  landscapes  tnat  rival  ^lon  National  Park 
and  concur  that  protection  oi  scenic  values  is  important  nox 
onlv  for  human  inspiration  out  also  wasnington  county's  tourism 
economy 

We  strongly  support  the  recommenaation  under  alternative  c 
to  assign  ^RM  Class  11  obiectives  ot  retaining  the  existing 
character  of  the  landscape  to  all  areas  inventoried  as  class  il 
and  Class  111    We  believe  this  action  is  essential  to  assuring 
that  other  management  actions  are  designed  to  oe  as  cc^nsistent 
as  possible  witn  tne  protection  ot  scenic  values. 

We  also  stronglv  support  the  assignment  of  VHn  class  1 
objectives  to  the  Red  Mountain  and  enlarged  Canaan  Mountain 
ACEC. 

NPCA  considers  these  measures,  however,  as  oniv  the  tirst 
step  to  adequate  protection  oi  the  Dixie  Resource  Area  e 
outstanding  scenic  values.   as  tne  BLM  notes  on  P.  lob  ot  the 
RMP .  the  assignment  ot  VRM  ulass  1  and  11  rating  uoes  not 
guarantee  protection  of  the  existing  landscape  cnaracter.   as 
the  BLM  savs  "The  v'RM  class  objectives  are  goals  rather  than 
mandatory  standards,  tor  allowable  surface  disturoance,   The 
field  manager  can.  with  lustiiication.  override  vrm  c lass 
objectives .   Thus .  no  VRM  Class  is  considered  an  irreversible 
commitment  of  resources , " 

We  believe  that  it  is  inconsistent  witn  BLM " s  recognition 
of  the  quality  and  important  ot  the  area's  visual  auaiitv  lor 
the  agency  to  tail  to  recommend  ACEc  designation  for  the 
protection  of  important  scenic  values  in  areas  otner  tnan  i-anann 
Mountain  and  Red  Mountain.   BLM  itselt  admits  tnat  otner  areas 
contain  important  scenic  values  that  have  more  than  local 
significance,  and  failure  to  Identify  and  recommend  those  areas 
as  ACECs  IS  inconsistent  with  BLM's  statutory  obligations  as 
.well  as  with  its  own  ACEC  regulations. 


Under  the  ACEC  sections  of  these  comments,  we  nominate 
several  areas  for  ACEC  designation  to  protect  their  scenic 
values  and  provide  supporting  rationale. 

Additional  specific  comments  include; 

>  The  statement  on  P.14S  of  the  RMP  that  "VRM  Class  111  on 
the  west  half  of  the  Resource  Area  would  be  upgraded  to  VHM  11 
management  objectives  which  would  allow  more  surtace  protection 
discretion  on  the  sensitive  desert  scenerv.  '  is  contusing.   The 
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plan  assigns  VRM  Class  II  objectives  to  ail  vrm  Class  III 
inventory  areas  m  the  Resource  Area  under  Alternative  c.  not 
just  those  in  the  western  half  of  the  Resource  Area.   If  the 
statement  implies  that  less  protection  would  be  provided  on  the 
other  half  of  the  area,  that  should  be  fullv  explained. 

The  statement  of  P. 40  of  the  BMP  seems  to  suggest  that 
only  areas  designated  as  scenic  quality  A  can  be  designated  as 
ACECs  for  scenic  values.   There  is  no  supporting  basis  for  this 
in  FLFMA .  FLPMA  regulations  on  ACECs.  or  the  BLM  manual-   An 
area  designated  as  scenic  Quality  B  could  still  have  important 
scenic  values  of  more  than  local  significant  that  require 
special  management  attention  and  hence  deserve  aCEC 
designation. 

>  The  real  on-the-ground  meaning  of  a  VRM  class  II 
assignment  should  be  clarified.   The  RMP  only  tells  the  reader 
that  VRM  Class  II  areas  will  be  managed  to  "retain  existing 
landscape  character,"   The  RMP  needs  to  explain  how  the  VRM 
assignment  interacts  with  other  program  prescriptions,  such  as 
open  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  development,  open  to  mineral 
intrv.  open  to  uRVs .  etc.   How  will  the  VRM  class  ii  assignment 
af tect  a  proposed  oil  and  gas  drilling  project ,  a  proposed  road 
improvement  project ,  a  proposed  mineral  operation .  etc  .  :•   while 
je  realize  that  the  answers  to  these  questions  is  determined  to 
a  large  degree  on  a  case-Dv-case  basis,  the  RMP  should  provide 
some  general  explanation,   otherwise .  it  is  very  ditlicult  for 
the  reader  to  understand  or  respond  to  BLM ' s  intent . 

>  The  RHP  needs  to  include  maps  of  scenic  quality  ratings, 
visual  sensitivity  ratings  and  the  observation  points  used  to 

104.10,   establish  distance  zones.   It  is  impossible  for  the  reader  to 
:    assess  the  adequacy  ot  the  BLM's  inventory  without  this 
I    information . 

I        '  The  BLM  should  have  utilized  observation  points  within 
Zlon  National  Park  for  assessing  distance  zone  ratings   BLM 
lands  are  an  integral  and  important  part  of  the  views  enjoved  bv 
visitors  to  Zion  National  Park .   The  importance  and  sensitivity 
of  BLM  lands  is  established  in  part  bv  whether  or  not  thev  are 
visible  from  Zion.  where  they  area  viewed  hundreds  of  thousands, 
if  not  millions,  ot'    visitors    observation  points  that  should  be 
y*ed  include:  Lava  Point  Lookout,  the  Kolob  Terrace  road  from 
within  the  Park,  the  west  Rim  Trail,  especially  the  viewDoint 
across  the  Creat  West  canvon. 


=  104.12 


'^ll_f<95d_Vehicle_DeBignations 

NPCA  b«li«ves  the  open  area  designations  are  excessive, 
especially  in  light  of  the  RMP's  recognition  that  open  ORV  use 
can  damage  soils,  vegetation,  riparian  areas,  watershed  areas. 
scenery,  wildlife  and  displace  other  recreational  users.   while 
we  believe  it  is  appropriate  to  establish  well-defined  open  ORV 
areas  to  accommodate  public  interest  in  off-road  recreational 
use  areas,  we  believe  that  these  areas  should  be  limited  in 
size,  carefully  placed  to  avoid  conflicts  with  other  resource 
uses    The  Dixie  RHP  desisnates  areas  such  larger  than  Is  needed 
to  legitisately  provide  for  ORV  recreational  areas  while 
protecting  other  resources. 

Most  disturbing,  and  we  believe  unlawful,  is  BLM's  proposal 
to  leave  the  Little  Creek  area  open  to  ORVs .   BLM  recognizes 
that  this  area  has  important  cultural  values  by  proposing  it  as 
an  ACEC  to  protect  cultural  values.   Furthermore.  BLM  designates 
parts  of  this  area  as  VRM  Class  II.  "retain  existing  landscape 
character.'".   The  RMP  also  indicates  that  this  area  is  priority 
habitat  for  big  game  and  contains  critical  soils. 

Open  ORV  use  almost  unavoidably  damages  scenery,  stress 
wildlife  and  disturb  soils,  especially  if  there  is  substantial 
use.   Open  ORV  use  can  result  not  only  in  direct  destruction  of 
cultural  resources  i  bv  vehicles  running  over  sites  ar^-i 
artitactsJ  but  also  in  indirect  destruction  of  cultuic-l 
resources  bv  increasing  access  and  making  vandalism  an J  pot 
hunting  easier.   In  our  meeting  with  BLM  representatives,  thev 
seemed  to  suggest  that  open  uRV  use  would  not  harm  the  cultural 
resources  on  Little  Mountain  because  tne^j-esources  are  "under 
the  ground."   It  is  our  understanding  that  above  ground  sites  do 
exist  however .   Furthermore .  even  it  manv  sites  are  buried .  open 
OH^   use  makes  pot  nunting  and  vandalism  easier  bv  increasing 
access  and  making  effective  patrol  more  difficult. 

At  a  minimum,  this  area  should  be  limited  to  existing  roads 
and  trails. 

The  open  area  west  of  Bloommgton  appears  to  include  the 
Virgin  River  ACEC  which  Is  not  open  to  ORVs.   This  should  be 
corrected .   Furthermore .  this  area  is  classified  as  vRm  Class 
II.   How  will  BLM  prevent  cross  country  travel  bv  vehicles  t rem 
scarring  the  landscape  and  violating  the  VRM  objective  of 
"maintaining  the  existing  landscape  character." 


The  open  uRV  area  south  of  Central  also  appears  to  conrlict 
with  other  BLM  management  goals  for  the  area,  nameiv  protection 
of  priority  big  game  habitat,  protection  ot  the  banta  Clara 
River  riparian  habitat,  and  VRM  class  11  classification.   How 
does  BLM  proposed  tC'  prevent  open  oftv  use  from  conflicting  with 
these  management  goals,' 
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Uhv  doesn't  BLM  utilize  the  "designated  roads  ana  trails  ' 
designation .   This  would  seem,  especially  appropriate  f  or  certain 
sensitive  areas,  sucn  as  the  Beaver  Dam  Mountain/ beaver  bam 
Slopes    We  recommend  that  ail  two  wheel  tracks  and  primitive 
grazing  access  roads  be  closed  to  recreational  use  in  that  area 
to  protect  vegetation  and  wildlife. 


Cuitural_Resgurces 

NPCA  is  seriously  concerned  that  the  BLM's  program  for 
cultural  resources  is  Inadequate  to  protect  the  Dixie  Resource 
Area 's  cultural  values  or  even  to  comply  with  the  law.   The  BLM 
savs.  for  example  on  P. 81  of  the  RMP.  that  "Bv  law,  the  BLM  is 
charged  with  protecting  these  resources  from  adverse  impacts 
resulting  from  development,  grazing  and  recreation  activities 
and  from  vandalism."   But  on  P.  **7.  the  BLM  notes  that  "Data 
gathered  for  a  recent  General  Accounting  office  report  indicate 
that  66  percent  of  the  Anasazi  structural  sites  have  been 
vandalized  and  probably  80  percent  have  been  severely  damaged. 
It  is  believed  that  almost  all  of  the  diagnostic  surface 
resources  such  as  projectile  points  have  been  illegally  removed 
from  the  DRA  bv  collectors."   Furthermore,  the  BLM  notes  on  P, 
48  "While  vandalism  is  a  major  and  ongoing  problem  m  the  URA. 
no  formal  enforcement  program  exists  to  effectively  provide 
protection  from  vandalism,"   The  RMP  savs  that  "Extensive 
surveillance  and  patrol  activity  are  performed  bv  cultural 
esources  staff."  i P , 48 )  but  fails  to  admit  that  the  Resource 
,rea  has  only  two  cultural  resource  staff,  and  these  are  snared 
n  part  with  the  Cedar  City  District.   How  can  two  people 
rovide  extensive  surveillance  when  thev  have  many  other  job 
ssponsibilities  including  research,  issuing  clearances,  writing 
jltural  reports .  etc . ? 

The  figures  and  conclusions  stated  in  the  RMP  are  extremely 
jturbing .   Obviously .  BLM ' s  present  program  has  not  been 
equate  to  comply  with  their  legal  mandate  to  protect  cultural 
ources  from  adverse  impacts .   Whatiseven  moredisturbing 
ever  j._iE_that_the_RMP_does_so_li.ttle_to_address_t  his 
uation^ 

NPCA  understands  that  part  of  the  problem  is  limited 
..ding  and  staffing.   But  the  RMP  provides  the  basis  for  future 
funding  requests .   If  a  need  is  not  identified  in  the  RMP .  it  is 
difficult  for  BLM  to  justify  a  funding  request . 


vulnerable  areas  could  certainly  make  a  difference  in  the 
vandalism  rate,  especiallv  if  BLM  publicized  their  enforcement 
successes . 

Why_dgesn^t_BLM_identify_the_need  f ora  roajorpublic 
iy§r6D§§s_§nd_education_campaign_in_Washinston_County  airaedat 
f OS teringappreciat ion  for  cuitural_re§oyrces_and  designed 

resourceheritage,'   Wtiy_d9?§D.!.S_§tM_l^entif  y_the_need_f  gran 
§y§r§D§§s_§Di_§^y9§I±9D_9i5!PiiSD-§i!B§3_r§9ryiSiD£_SD§_^ssistance 
9i_eyery_BLM  e§plgyee_in_ heiping_ to  stop  vandal ismtgcultural 
resources  r 


While  NPCA  strongly  supports  the  four  AcECs  proposed  to 
protect  cultural  resources,  it  is  evident  that  they  are  not 
adequate  to  protect  significant  cultural  sites  in  the  DRA 
Please  note  our  recommendation  to  establish  an  expanded  Canaan 
Mountain  ACEC  and  a  Cooseberrv  ACEC  to  protect  cultural 
resources  under  the  ACEC  section  of  these  comments . 

We  also  question  whether  the  management  prescriptions 
proposed  for  the  Little  creek.  Virgin  River,  Santa  Clara/Land 
Hill  and  Santa  Clara/Shivwits  ACECs  are  adequate  to  protect 
cultural  values .   As  noted  under  the  oRV  section  of  these 
comments .  we  believe  it  violates  FLPma  and  its  implementing 
regulations  to  leave  the  Little  Creek  ACEc  open  to  oRVs ,   In 
addition  to  the  comments  offered  there .  it  is  important  to  note 
that  BLM  is  mandated  to  establish  management  prescriptions  f  or 
ACECs  that  "protect  from  irreparable  harm  "  the  values  for  which 
the  ACEC  was  designated.   We  do  not  believe  that  allowing  open 
ORV  use  of  the  Little  Creek  area  protects  the  area's  cultural 
resources  from  irreparable  harm ,   Rather .  it  increases  the 
likelihood  that  they  will  be  damaged  directly  or  indirectly  bv 
vehicle  use.  increased  access,  vandalism  and  pot  hunting. 

In  addition  to  the  management  prescription  recommended  bv 
BLM  for  Its  proposed  "cultural"  ACECs.  we  strongly  suggest  that 
the  BLM  add  "avoid  surface  disturbins  projects."   In  addition, 
we  suggest  that  BLM  withdraw  these  areas  from  mineral  entrv.  or 
at  a  minimum,  require  a  Plan  of  Operations.   Mining,  especiallv 
if  not  carefully  controlled,  can  seriously  damage  cultural 
values.   We  also  recommend  that  these  areas  be  closed  to  mineral 
material  sales,  closed  to  chainings  and  other  surface  disturbing 
vegetative  treatments.   We  question  if  a  1/2  mile  wide  NSO 
designation  Is  adequate . 


yhy_thendges_BLM_not_ident  if  ytheneedf  gr_^  increased 
fyOdiDS-^ndstaffingtohelp  carry  outanef feet lyecultural 
re§ources_prggrami;   Specif  icslly  wfiy  ^9^n;  t  jj^_  j.dantif  y  the 

Dggdi?gyjlt!gg*ggg9-gE9yDJ-gg:^i93:g--gi?^-*grJ:gl-gyrygj:J:J:gDgg''  weii 

designed  ground  patrols  and/or  aerial  surveillance  carefully 
conceived  to  target  suspected  individuals  or  particularly 
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Recreation 

It  is  difficult  for  NPCA  to  conaient  on  the  proposal  to 
establish  tour  Special  hecreation  Hanagiement  Areas  < SHMAs i  in 
the  DRA  because  little  information  is  provided  about  the  purpose 
of  and  management  objectives  for  these  areas    The  proposal  does 
note  explain,  for  example,  whether  an  area    is  proposed  to 
accommodate  intensive  motorized  recreation,  primitive  non- 
motorized  recreation,  or  something  in  between,   Haeic 
inforaation  about  the  purpose  and  raanageaent  objectives  should 
be  provided. 


i 


Similarly,  we  question  what  8LM  means  bv  "pro 
recreation  activities  and  experiences  on  a  sustained 
basis . " 


de 


we  would  also  like  claritied  whether  the  H  prescription 

means  more  than  NSO  and  closed  to  C'hVs >   Does  it  also  mean  that 

BLM  intends  to  aanaee  the  area  to  maintain  its  P  class <   How 
will  this  be  doner 

We  also  question  whv  the  Watchman  Section  ^v^    WSA  is  not 
proposed  for  P  classification  ii  it  is  released  trom  interim 
protection.   BLM  appears  to  be  intentionallv  not  designating  it 
as  a  NSO  area.   whv  is  this.'   The  Watchman  unit  certainlv 
warrants  NSu  designation  to  protect  its  scenic  and  wildlite 
values . 


NPtJA  was  al 
on  the  KMP  tha 
high  intensity  ui 

understanding  o 
are  several  area; 
attention  to  ore; 
for  solitude 
designation ,  but 
also  provide  for 
Mountains  and 
establish  thes 
t  or  solitude  rat 


so  disturbed  i 

he  BLM  oniv  allows 
se  recreation  use  a 

tne  i>f<MA  designati 
s  in  the  KMP  which 

e  recreation  va 
hese  areas  mav  not 

still  have  high  re 

solitude  Tnese  ar- 
ope  and  La  Verkin  c 
areas  as  SRMAs  to  p 
her  than  intensive 


r  6LM  staff  sav  in  a  meeting 

tne  designation  oi  ^sHMas  tor 
reas .   Tnac  is  not  our 
on    uFk.  a  cexieves  that  tnere 
deserve  soecial  management 
lues  linked  to  opportunities 
be  suitable  tor  wilderness 

reation  values  because  riiev 
eas  include  the  Beaver  uam 
reek    We  encourage  BlM  tC' 
reserve  their  opportunities 
recreation . 


GGMCNT  LETTER  #104 


yii^_*D^_Scenlc_ Rivers 

NPCA  §trongl^_8upports  the  BLM ' s  proposal  to  classitv  Deep 
creek  as  "wild"  and  provide  the  area  with  Interim  protection. 
We  concur  that  the  area  is  deaervinf  oi  this  classification. 


w?5?r_???ources/ Riparian 

NPCA  supports  tne  proposed  measures  to  establish  a  i/^  mile 
wide  NSO  corridor  along  riparian  zones,  impose  restrictions  on 
mineral  material  sales  in  riparian  zones,  limit  "jRvs  to  existing 
roads  in  riparian  zones .  and  acoulre  certain  riparian  lands    we 
believe  all  these  measures  are  necessary  to  protect  these 
important  areas , 

we  also  support  the  designation  ot    the  proposed  ACEos .  but 
urge  BLM  to  establish  an  ACEu  lor  the  upper  Beaver  Dam  Wasli- 
See  our  nomination  and  arguments  under  the  AC£C  nominations 
section  o(  these  comments. 

In  addition  to  the  above  management  prescriptions  proposed 
for  the  "riparian"  ACECs .  NPC«  believes  lurtner  prescript icns 
are  needed  to  protect  the  ACEC  values,   Specifically,  we  would 
encourage  BLM  to  also  withdraw  tnese  areas  trom  mineral  entrv. 
exclude  them  for  rights-oi -way .  and  exclude  tnem  trom  land 
treatments 

NPCA  also  supports  tne  proposal  to  seek  a  non-development 
easement  on  ail  non  publ ic  lands  aione  tne  virgin  Hiver  i rom 
"juail  Creek  to  the  Washington  fields  diversion. 

NPCA  enthusiastically  supports  the  Blm ' s  proposal  to  obtain 
water  rights  to  protect  t  lows  in  a  number  oi  streams  in  tr.e 
DRA  .   Tc  Irapiement  that  obiect  ive   tl-.e  RMP  should  inc  iude  r  lans 
for  early  filing  ot  appropriative  water  right  appi icat i : ns 
and/or  reserved  right  claims 


104.18 


The  RMP  mentions  but  never  identifies  the  location  C'r 
management  cbiectives  lor  "scenic  t^vwavs  "   The  RMP  should  at 
least  identify  where  scenic  byways  are  located,  what  then 
management  objectives  are.  and  how  those  objectives  will  be 

fulfilled. 


It  appears  that  part 
currently  designated  as  a 
correct ,'   Whv  is  this  ? 


jt    tne  Ked  Mountain  Ai-E--  i 
JSA  is  classified  as  :^HM  r 


'hi':h  is 


NPCA  supports  BLM's  proposal  to  acquire  land  m  tne  L-e-p 
c  reek .  Black  ftiage  and  Red  Mountain  areas  ana  manage  it  i  :r 
wildlife  values 

A  map  Should  indicate  where  BLM's  croo'i'sed  seasonsi 
stipulations  tor  big  game  range  have  appi  i:  ati:>n 

The  KMP  savs  triat  l'Kvs  uni  be  iimicei  t  .•  existing  r.sjs 
a  number  ot  aiiC'tments.  Are  tnese  ai  ii'tments  inc  ludea  m  ^i.e 
area  mapped  limited  tc    existing  i oads  on  the  big  l»hv  map. 


=  104.20 


Do  tne  proposed  water  catchmenrs  m  Beaver  L.am  M-Miit  i-iiis 
and  Red  Mountain  reouire  new  road  .:.r  cross  counrrv  access,- 
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Il^reatened  and  Endangered  .^pecies 

NPCA  strongly, supports  Che  proposed  mineral  witndrowai  in 
the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  AC£C .   we  believe  tnis  is  an  essential 
measure  ii  the  desert  tortoise  habitat  is  ecang  to  t^e 
effectively  protected.   We  also  support  tne  proposed  ACtc 
designation   but  believe  it  must  be  larger  to  adeauatelv  protect 
tortoise  habitat. 

NPCA  supports  the  designation  ot  A^.h\.s  to  protect 
threatened  and  endangered  species  on  the  Beaver  Dam  i-ic-pe   citv 
CraeK .     Virgin  River  and  Warner  Ridge.   To  tultiil  their 
obiectives  however   we  recommend  that  all  these  At^Eus  be 
withdrawn  trom  mineral  entrv,  excluded  trom  rights  i-t    wav. 
excluded  from  any  land  treatments   closed  to  mineral  material 
sales  and  identified  as  avoidance  areas  for  surface  disturbance. 

We  assume  that  "locate  instream  tlow  requirements  to 
benefit  endangered  and  sensitive  fish  species'  on  f  ^u  means 
protecting  instream  i lows ,  and  not  iust  identil ving  needs ,   we 
strongly  support  the  protection  of  instream  Hows  to  benefit 
endangered  and  sensitive  fish  species. 


Mineral  Mater lais 

NFCA  encourages  the  BLM  to  ci>. 
bv  i^puA  to  mineral  material  saies. 
section  of  these  comments  nitiea  m'. 


=  104.23! 


It  IS  NPCA ' s  uhoerstanding  that  peregrine  t alcons 
sited  in  the  Deep  "_reek/Kolob  "-reeK  area  north  ot  Zion 
should  acknowledge  this  and  analyze  its  implications  f 
management  ot  the  area. 


nave 


LC'Catabie  Minerals 

AS  noted  under 
nominations .  NPCa  l 
bv  NPCA  as  NSO 


the  sect  ion  >M  these  C'.-.mments  tit  ied  Mi_-tv 
rges  PLM  to  desienafe  sli    the  Ach.i_s  nomiiiated 


The  RMP  should  include  a  copy  ot  standard'  c-ii  and  e 
leasing  stipulations  in  tne  appendices.  witriC'Ut  reviewinf 
standard  and  spec lal  stipulations,  it  is  ditricult  tor  tne 
public  tc>  assess  whether  additional  stipulations  are  neea^ 
protect  special  values  turrnermore.  sin:e  both  tvpes  M 
stipuiatiC'ns  include  a  wide  ranee  ci  aiternat ive  prctectiv 
options.  6LM  should  explain  wnicn  ot  the  relevant  octicns 
intends  tC'  adopt  wnen  mat"  ing  reierence  to  tnese  stic-uiat  ic 
At  a  minimum.  BlM  must  analyze  and  explain  wnetner  the  lea 
prc'tective  option  permissitie  under  tnese  stipulations  is 
adequate  to  protect  the  public  land  values  acknowledged  tc 
area 

NPCA  strongly  supports  closing  the  Beaver  uam  i.iope  w 
oil  and  gas  leasing 


t-^^i^^tiie  Minerals 

The  Dixie  RMP  gives  too  much  deierence  to  iocatable  mineral 
development ,  especially  in  areas  with  other  important  scenic . 
recreation .  wildlife,  riparian  and  cultural  values .   onlv  2y . bstb 
acres  are  recommended  to  be  closed  to  mineral  entrv  out  of 
©28.165  in  the  Resource  Area. 

NPcA  strongly  supports  the  proposed  withdrawal  in  tne 
Beaver  Dam  Slopes  AChC.   We  also  urge  BLM  to  consider  mineral 
withdrawals  tor  other  sensitive  areas,  including  all  the  ACECs 
nominated  bv  NPCA,  riparian  areas,  areas  with  significant 
cultural  values.   At  a  minimum,  we  encourage  the  BLM  to 
implement  mineral  withdrawals  in  all  the  areas  identified  as  Nsu 
on  the  mineral  leasing  map  for  BLM's  preferred  alternative 
(P. 147)  . 

It  would  be  useful  if  the  RMP  more  clearly  explained  or 
mapped  the  location  of  existing  and  proposed  withdrawals  and 
existing  and  proposed  areas  where  plans  ot  operation  are 
required . 


Must  both  criteria  described  on  P , 78  be  met  beiore  a 
District  Manager  can  grant  an  exception  to  the  fluid  mineral 
categories  implemented  bv  tne  RMP>   mat  is  our  reading  ot  tne 
HMP  language  but  we  would  appreciate  a  clarif ication . 

We  obiect  to  the  exception,  esF>eciaiiv  if  the  District 
Manager  must  meet  onlv  one  ot  the  criteria.   both  criteria 
present  problems  however.   The  criteria  would  allow  an  oil 
companv  --  in  consultation  uitn  tne  District  Manager  --  to  undue 
land  use  decisions  made  through  the  public  orocess  without 
necessarily  allowing  the  public  adequate  opportunity  to 
participate  in  the  decision    t-urtr.ermore  the  District  Manager 
should  not  be  allowed  to  change  tluid  mineral  categories  because 
of  leaseholder  or  operator  cost  concerns.   This  exception  should 
be  eliminated.   If  a  leaseholder  or  operator  wants  to  change 
fluid  leasing  categories,  thev  should  nave  to  go  through  the 
same  public  process  as  any  other  citizen  --  an  amendment  to  the 
RMP  with  full  public  review 

NPCA  also  objects  to  the  BLM  giving   particular  consider  to 
keeping  all  areas  with  medium  to  high  potential  tor  oil.  gas, 
geothermal  open  for  exploration  with  tne  least  restrictive 
stipulations"   ( P  ■^ ,  RMP)   Giving  special  consideration  to 
nonrestrictive  oil  and  gas  access  violates  the  intent  ut  fLPMA. 
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particulariv  it  that  poiicv  is  applied  to  deieat  or  diminish  the 
protection  ot    other  public  land  values  recognized  and  protected 
bv  FLPMA,   The  policy  is  highiv  improper  ii  it  has  Deen  the 
basis  tor  diminishing  protection  oi  land  which,  bv  law.  are 
entitled  to  prioritv  protection,  such  as  ACECs  or  lands  integral 
to  National  Park  lands 


Air_<Juaiity 

Given  6LH ' s  recogni 
scenic  resources,  we  wou 
"protect  existing  air  qu. 
IS  a  critical  component 
sues^sts  that  BLM  identi 
mom  tonne  program  at  ke 
seek  monev  to  implement 
identit  ving  impcr-ant  s 
the  State's  assistance 
these  views    Finaxiy .  t 
ei lects  of  proposed  acti 
especiaiiv  those  in  iden 
snouid  commit  to  reiectx 
visibility  values . 


Lands 


n  OI  the  important  value  ot  the  OHA's 
hope  bLM  will  strive  to  do  more  than 
tv  wnen  teasibie  *   clean,  clear  air 
preserving  scenic  values    NPCA 
the  need  to  estaoiish  a  visibility 
bservaticn  points  in  the  OhA .  and 
tne  program    BLM  should  also  commit  to 
enic  views  m  the  DRA  and  and  seeking 
n  protecting  tne  visiDilitv  values  oi 
ne  BLM  should  commit  to  assessing  tne 
ons  in  the  DRA  on  visibilitv  values, 
lea  important  scenic  vistas,  and 
ot  land  uses  tnat  would  degrade  those 


tne  uixie  RMH 


Alternative  c  is  the  onlv  alternative 
which  aaeauateiv  and  responsibiv  aadresses  resource  retenticT. 
We  support  the  oojective  "The  prioritv  in  land  tenure  adjustment 
should  be  given  toward  acauisition  ot  identiiied  lands  to 
benefit  resource  programs . " 

Ue  stroneiv  support  tne  retention  oi  ail  lands  ease  oi 
>.irein  to  Lien  National  Park.   we  aiso  support  tne  acquisition 
of  lands  in  i-a  *erKin  Creek  and  other  rioarian  areas  and 
Mildliie  areas 


Dii I icuities  m  headine_and_ynderstandine_tne_KMp 


ovide  intormation  needed  to  understand 
ts  programs  ana  proposed  actions    ^:me 


The  HMP  tailed  tc 
ana  assess  tne  pi an  an 

examples  include : 

The  RMP  tailed  to  include  3  copv  of  "standard"  on  and 
gas  leasing  stipulations    uicnout  tr.-s  ipcirtunitv  to  reaoiiv 
review  these   it  is  imPC'Ssicie  t;>  assess  wnetner  are  not 
stronger  stif^iati :n=  are  needed  tor  areas  witn  special  vaiues. 
See  mv  cr-mments  under  ^ocataole  Minerals.  > 


RMr 


application 


t  tne  designation  ot  h^ce  triggers 
regulations.  Dut  tans  to  even  summariz 


wnat  these  resulatlons  are  about  or  how  thev  affect  the  issues 
discussed . 

>  The  plan  summarizes  iocatable  mineral  closures  and 
restrictions  lor  alternative  b  on  Pilu  and  tor  alternative  ^-  on 
P   i.^^  but  fails  to  explain  wnere  and  whv  these  designstlona  are 
C>eins  Bade    Perhaps  this  information  is  presented  elsewhere  m 
the  plan  under  other  programs .  but  it  should  be  sunmarized  here. 

.  The  RMP  tails  to  explain  the  basis  lor  the  huS  class 
inventory.   How  Is  this  carried  out.'   What  is  the  methodology;' 
It  is  diiiicuit  to  have:   confidence  in  this  inventory  without 
some  descriptive  information. 

■  The  ACEC  prescriptions  are  stated  in  a  verv  vague  and 
unc  iear  wav    What  does  "coordinated  resource  management  plan 
development*'  mean    what  does  "predator  control"  mean :-   what 
does  "educational  initiative"  mean'   While  BLM  mav  intend  to 
develop  these  ideas  in  activity  level  planning,  the  taiiure  to 
present  clear  understandable  information  aDout  ACEC 
prescriptions  in  the  KMP  maKes  in  impossible  for  the  public  to 
comment  mean i net  uliv  on  the  adequacy  ot  those  prescriptions. 

The  maps  were  verv  difficult  if  not  impossible  to  read: 

>  Although  the  little  maps  oiten  contain  the  critical 
information  needed  to  assess  the  plan,  tneir  scale  is  too  small 
to  read    Thev  also  lack  land  status  indications,  topoerapnic 
leatures  and  other  identitvine  teatures  so  it  is  verv  ditlicuit 
to  read  them,  and  even  more  ditficult  to  relv  on  them  as  tne 
basis  tor  anaivsis 

>  X  found  the  large  alternative  c  map  with  the  colored 
codes  unreadable.   Even  alter  talking  witn  BLM  stati.  1  don't 
understand  how  to  read  it-   i-'or  example,  when  I  trv  to  locate 
all  tne  VRM  Liass  II  areas  which  are  supposed  to  be  veliow.  thev 
obviously  are  not  colored  yellow.   The  explanation  at  the 
beginning  ot  ALternative  A  --  wnen  1  finally  tound  it  loniv 
after  the  staff  told  me  that's  wnere  it  was »  --  did  not  make  anv 
sense    Help*  1  reaiiv  wonder  it  anv  memoer  ot  the  public  i inos 
this  map  readable.   There  must  be  a  wav  to  communicate  the 
information  more  cieariv.   At  a  minimum,  a  clear  guide  to  how  to 
read  that  map  should  appear  on.  or_«itn_the_map_- 

The  format  of  ret  erring  back  from  alternative  t:  to  other 
alternatives  was  verv  confusing,  especially  tor  programs  like 
vRM  which  changed  under  eacn  alternative.  Ihis  svstem  makes  it 
virtually  impossible  to  identiiv  and  assess  tne  lull  scope  ano 
detail  oi    the  plan  as  it  aitects  anv  ot  the  important  issues. 
Ii  >_  IS  the  preferred  alternative,  it  should  summarize  uLM ' s 
proposed  actions  in  one  place,  not  require  constant  back- 
flippmg    This  maKes  it  verv  ditticult  to  retain  tne 
information  and  reaiiv  understand  wnat  BLM  is  propc^sine. 
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Rights-of-way 

The  discussion  on  page  79  of  the  Draft  RMP  reveals 
fundamental  legal  errors  in  the  premises  on  which  BLM  proceeded 
in  its  consideration  of  planning  for  land  protection  in  relation 
to  rights-of-way.   Because  of  those  fundamental  errors,  and  the 
lack  of  other  discussion  of  rights-of-way,  it  is  difficult  to 
determine  the  extent  to  which  BLM's  misunderstanding  affected  the 
planning  process.   All  potential  right-of-way  issues  should  be 
fully  reviewed,  and  the  plan  should  address  steps  necessary  to 
protect  public  land  values  in  the  context  of  right  of  way  claims, 
applications  and  use. 

(1)   Rights  of  way  for  private  and  state  inholdings 

The  statement  that  "by  law"  rights  of  way  to  these 
properties  "cannot  be  denied"  is  far,  far  too  broad,  and  thus 
clearly  in  error.   To  the  extent  it  is  true,  the  proposition 
still  does  not  prevent  BLM  from  exercising  very  substantial 
control  over  the  route  and  character  of  a  right-of-way  of  this 
kind. 

The  case  on  which  the  RMP  assertion  is  based  is  the  so- 
called  "Cotter"  case,  where  the  Court  held  that  BLM  could  not 
deny  access  for  oil  and  gas  exploration  on  a  state  "school 
section"  inholding.   But  even  in  that  case,  the  Court  very 
explicitly  held  that  BLM  retains  full  authority  to  define  the 
route  and  construction  requirements  for  any  access. 

Furtheinnore,  the  Court  did  not  finally  resolve  questions 
about  the  law  that  may  control  where  specific  statutory  programs 
prohibit  such  construction.   Endangered  species  legislation, 
cultural  resource  protection  legislation  and  other  statutory 
programs  impose  protection  responsibilities  on  BLM  that  must  be 
complied  with,  and  which  may  supervene  any  right-of-way  claim. 


X2J_ 


Rights-of-way  for  pipelines 


A  similar  assertion  is  made  at  p.  79  with  ragard  to  rights- 
jf-way  for  pipelines.   That  statement  is  even  more  clearly  in 
rror.   In  established  federal  case  law,  it  has  been  specifically 
eld  that  BLM  has  extensive  authority  to  define  environmentallv- 
rotective  terms  and  conditions  for  such  pipelines.   See 
.rindstone  Butte  Project  v.  Klepoe.  638  F.2d  100  (9th  Cir.  1981). 


Xli 


Rights-of-way  for  county  and  state  roads, 
or  other  federal  agencies 


and  for  BLM 


The  statement  on  p.  79  that  "rights-of-way  for  county  and 
state  roads  sisilarly  will  not  be  denied"  is  clearly  unlawful  as 
a  guide  for  planning  decisions.   Even  if  intended  only  as  an 
introduction  to  the  statement  about  the  unique  problem  of  R.S. 
2477  rights-of-way,  it  would  still  be  seriously  in  error  for  the 
reasons  discussed  on  that  subject  below. 


If  the  statement  was  intended  to  mean  what  it  apparently 
says,  it  is  unquestionably  a  serious  misapprehension  of  governing 
law  and  policy.   The  same  is  true  of  the  statement  that  "BLM  is 
required  ...  to  provide  right-of-way  reservations  to  the  BLM  or 
other  federal  agencies  upon  request."  (Emphasis  added.) 

Contrary  to  the  direct  implications  of  these  assertions,  the 
entire  thrust  of  the  right-of-way  provisions  of  FLPMA  is  to 
require  careful  and  focussed  attention  to  many  considerations 
affecting  rights-of-way,  particularly  environmental  factors,  as  a 
pre-condition  to  any  right-of-way  grant.   BLM  has  extensive 
authority  to  deny,  and  must  deny,  rights-of-way  for  "county  and 
state  roads"  and  for  federal  agencies  where  they  fail  to  meet  the 
standards  required  under  FLPMA.   BLM  should  deny  them  where 
applications  conflict  with  protective  plans  and  policies. 

(41   Riohts-of-wav  for  R.S.  2477  roads 

The  assertion  on  p.  79  that  BLM  is  "required  to  recognize 
and  maintain  the  county's  Revised  Statute  (R.S.)  2477  road 
system"  is  both  potentially  self-confusing  and  clearly  in  error. 


Only  in  the  narrow  legali 
"maintain"  R.S.  24  77  rights-of 
only  if  intended  to  be  limited 
2477  determination  has  already 
a  determination  of  the  relevan 
rights  of  way.   Only  in  that 
give  effect  to  R.S.  2477  right 
circumstances,  BLM  must  at  a 
of  the  factual  and  legal  basi 
opportunity  to  contesting  part 
such  claim. 


Stic  sense  is  BLM  "required"  to 
ways.   The  statement  is  accurate 
to  those  roads  on  which  an  R.S. 
properly  been  made  on  the  basis  of 

t  facts  that  govern  such  pre-FLPMA 
mited  sense  is  BLM  required  to 
of-way  claims.   In  all  other 

inimum  require  full  demonstration 
for  any  such  claim,  with  full 

ies  to  challenge  the  basis  for  any 


(5)   Recognition  of  R.S.  2477  rights-of-way  requires 
specific  legal  and  factual  determinations 

To  begin  with,  R.S. 2477  was  repealed  with  the  effective  date 
of  FLPMA  in  1976,  and  no  rights  of  way  can  be  acquired  on  the 
basis  of  evidence  relating  to  developments  or  activities  arising 
after  that  date.   Furthermore,  because  of  Utah  law  concerning  the 
right  to  acquire  such  rights  of  way,  the  Regional  Solicitor  has 
ruled  that  any  evidence  proffered  in  support  of  an  R.S.   2477 
right-of-way  must  demonstrate  that  the  necessary  actions 
supporting  the  claim  occurred  at  least  ten  (10)  years  prior  to 
FLPMA's  repeal  of  R.S.  2477. 

Nowhere  in  the  Draft  RMP  does  BLM  offer  any  basis  for 
determining  that  the  factual  and  legal  requirements  for  R.S  2477 
roads  have  been  met  anywhere  in  the  DRA.   Indeed,  the  draft 
totally  fails  to  identify  any  roads  for  which  such  rights  of  way 
are  claimed. 
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Furthermore,  the  draft  offers  no  basis  for  any  of  the 
determinations  that  are  legally  required  if  BLM  is  to  give 
recognition  to  any  R.S.  2477  rights-of-way.    Thus,  BLM  proffers 
no  basis  for  any  factual  determination,  and  indeed  no 
determination,  that  any  roads  for  which  R.S.  2477  claims  may  be 
made  are  pre-FLPMA  roads.   Nor  does  BLM  offer  any  explanation  of 
any  of  the  criteria  used,  or  any  of  the  facts  relied  on  in 
applying  those  criteria,  to  determine  whether  any  roads  have 
fulfilled  the  legally  required  elements  in  support  of  an  R.S. 
2477  right-of-way. 

NPCA  strongly  objects  to  any  recognition  of  R.S.  2477 
rights-of-way  as  the  basis  for  planning  or  management 
determinations  in  the  absence  of  a  demonstrated  factual  and  legal 
foundation.   Any  disposition  of  the  public  lands,  by  right-of- 
way  or  otherwise,  must  assure  compliance  with  the  fundamental 
FLPMA  policy  of  retention  of  public  lands  and  environmentally 
sensitive  management  of  rights-of-way.   Particularly  since  R.S. 
2477  claims  are  so  diametrically  contrary  to  FLPMA's  modern 
public  land  policies,  applicable  legal  requirements,  including 
standards  adopted  by  BLM  itself,  require  that  right-of-way 
recognition  be  based  upon  relevant  factual  determinations  made  by 
appropriate  public  process.  BLM  offers  no  indication  of 
compliance  with  those  fundamentals  of  responsible  public 
administrative  practice. 

NPCA  disputes  important  aspects  of  the  BLM  manual  treatment 
of  R.S.  2477  rights-of-way.   But  BLM's  summary  recognition  of 
these  rights  of  way  as  a  "given"  in  its  management  planning  does 
not  even  comply  with  the  manual.   The  manual  is  specific  in 
allowing  BLM  officers  to  presume  that  pre-FLPMA  roads  are 
authorized  under  R.S  2477  only  if  they  "evidence  construction  and 
open  use  by  the  public  and  not  acknowledged  by  the  Bureau."   BLM 
Manual  at  2801. 48B. 

Thus,  at  a  minimum,  it  is  clear  that  under  R.S  2477  BLM 
specifically  requires  the  authorized  officer  to  offer  some  basis 
for  determining  that  the  roads  in  question  meet  the  above 
criteria.   The  BLM  Manual  is  explicit  in  requiring  application  of 
criteria  to  determine  that  the  "construction"  criterion  is  met, 
specifically  requiring  that  -- 

there  must  have  been  the  actual  building  (construction) 
of  a  highway.   Mere  use,  planning,  or  surveying  does 
not  equal  construction. 

BLM  Manual  at  2801.48B-la.   Similarly,  BLM's  own  criteria  require 
the  basis  for  a  determination  that  the  highway  in  question  "is 
freely  open  to  everyone"  and  have  not  "had  access  restricted  to 
the  public  by  locked  gate  or  other  means."   BLM  Manual  at 
2801.4B-lb.   Furthermore,  the  Regional  Solicitor  for  Utah  has 
specifically  ruled  that  to  meet  the  "public  highway"  requirement, 
a  road  must  be  shown  to  have  been  used  as  a  public  thoroughfare 
"by  having  been  continuously  used  by  the  general  public  for  a 


period  in  excess  of  10  years  prior  to  October  21,  1976." 
Memorandum  dated  April  24,  1978  from  Regional  Solicitor  to  State 
Director,  Utah  BLM,  at  p.  4. 

Finally,,  BLM  must  deaonstrat*  sob*  basis  for  concluding 
that  tli«  r«qulr*d  construction  "occurrsd  prior  to  October  21, 
1976,  for  an  R.S.  3477  grant  to  havs  taksn  plac*.** 

Despite  these  specific  requirements  of  the  BLM  Manual,  the 
unqualified  recognition  of  R.S.  2477  roads  in  the  Final  Plan 
rests  wholly  on  assertion.   Absolutely  no  basis  for  critical 
conclusions  potentially  at  odds  with  FLPMA's  retention  policy  is 
offered,  let  alone  any  determinations  in  compliance  with  the  BLM 
manual 's  requirement  that  -- 


the  roads  were  "constructed," 
constructed  them;  or  that 


or  that  the  claimant 


•  the  roads  have  consistently  been  "freely  open  to 
everyone"  and  have  not  had  access  restricted  at 
any  point;  or  that 

•  the  roads  were  used  as  a  public  thoroughfare  "by 
having  been  continuously  used  by  the  general 
public  for  a  period  in  excess  of  10  years  prior  to 
October  21,  1976. 

•  the  roads  were  "constructed"  prior  to  1976 ,  as 
distinguished  from  establishment  by  "mere  use"  by 
that  date. 

No  basis  for  a  determination  on  any  of  these  issues  is  offered, 
or  even  appears  to  have  been  explored.   Yet  draft  Plan  proposes 
to  manage  lands  embracing  thousands  of  acres  of  the  public  domain 
on  the  basis  of  unsupported  conclusions  about  the  obligation  to 
recognize  R.S.  2477  rights-of-way  with  great  potential  for 
sistent  uses  and  severe  impacts. 

grounds  indicate  that  the 
re  wholly  inadequate  to 
and  right-of-way  policies  and 
lure  to  impose  rigorous  and 

each  of  the  elements  of  the 
11  result  in  conveyance  of 

FLPMA' s  statutory  standards 
have  granted  an  exception  to 
igorous  fulfillment  of  the 
2477. 


Furthermore,  substantial  legal 
limited  criteria  of  the  BLM  Manual  a 
assure  fulfillment  of  the  retention 
requirements  mandated  by  FLPMA.   Fa 
specific  showings  of  compliance  with 
statutory  provisions  in  R.S.  2477 
federal  public  lands  in  violation  of 
and  policies.   Effectively  BLM  will 
FLPMA  without  any  effort  to  assure  r 
basis  for  that  exception  under  R.S. 


Specifically,  while  FLPMA  requires  that  the  public  lands  be 
retained,  BLM' s  approach  will  grant  federal  lands  to  local 
entities  without  assuring  rigorous  compliance  with  the  standards 
that  justify  disposition  under  R.S.  2477.   And  while  FLPMA 
requires  that  right-of-way  grants  meet  rigorous  standards,  be 
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terminated  upon  fulfillment  of  their  purposes,  and  be  subject  to 
substantial  regulation  for  protection  of  the  public  lands,  BLM's 
approach  will  allow  use  and  expansion  of  use  without  regard  to 
any  of  these  FLPMA  requirements  —  again,  without  assuring 
rigorous  compliance  with  the  standards  applicable  under  R.S.  2477 
that  justify  this  exception. 

Finally,  NPCA  contends  that  all  of  the  limiting  elements 
which  confine  the  scope  of  the  right-of-way  granted  by  R.S.  2477 
must  be  demonstrated  by  appropriate  proofs  and  findings  of  fact 
before  BLM  may  lawfully  recognize  such  a  right-of-way  as  the 
basis  for  RMP  planning. 

Thus,  in  addition  to  the  criteria  recited  from  the  BLM 
manual,  the  lands  on  which  the  roads  are  located  (1)  must  be 
shown  not  have  be  "reserved  for  public  uses"  at  the  times  the 
roads  were  constructed  or  used  by  the  public.  (2)   The  roads  must 
have  been  "constructed"  by  the  claimant.   And  because  R.S.  2477 
was  narrowly  and  explicitly  designed  to  facilitate  mining 
activities,  (3)  mining  must  have  been  the  original  purpose  of  the 
road.  Humboldt  County  v.  United  states.  684  F.2d  1276,  1281  (9th 
Cir.  1982).   The  roads  must  also  have  been  (4)  open  to  continuing 
public  use  for  a  prescriptive  period  prior  to  FLPMA's  repeal  of 
R.S.  2477  in  1976.   And  (5)  the  use  for  which  a  right-of-way  is 
currently  claimed  under  R.S.  2477  must  be  within  the  extent  and 
character  of  the  public  use  on  which  the  claim  is  based.   None  of 
these  elements  are  satisfied  by  the  grounds  offered  by  BLM  for 
its  recognition  of  R.S.  2477  rights-of-way  in  this  Plan. 

ID Riqhts-of-wav  corridors 

NPCA  supports  BLM's  conclusion  that  renewals  of  existing 
rights-of-way  "may  be  subject  to  the  conditions  developed  in  the 
RMP."   We  are  concerned,  however,  that  there  is  little  indication 
of  the  basis  on  which  those  judgments  will  be  made,  and 
specifically,  whether  protective  management  stipulations 
developed  in  the  RMP  will  require  modification  of  any  right-of- 
way  conditions. 

In  addition,  NPCA  is  concerned  that  the  reference  to 
designated  right-of-way  corridors  seems  to  suggest  that  BLM 
considered  the  existing  designations  to  be  beyond  reconsideration 
in  the  RMP.   Yet  where  existing  ROW  designations  conflict  with 
needed  management  prescriptions  and  stipulations,  BLM  should 
analyze  the  appropriateness  of  existing  designation  and  the 
availability  of  less-damaging  alternatives.   Thus,  NEPA  analysis 
should  consider  the  probable  impacts  of  using  the  designated 
corridors,  as  well  as  reasonable  alternative  corridors. 


TnanK  vcu  i:r  crnsiaerinE  inese  ::mnien-E 
It  vou  have  anv  questions  aDout  rnese  ::mm'=nT:  = 
posteo  acoui:  vour  croEress  on  tne  ftrtf  . 

We  aooieciate  vour  assistance  in  me-rtme  xi 
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104.1  The  RMP  provides  a  consistency  statement.  Opportunities  for 
consultation  and  coordination  have  been  documented  throughout  the  RMP 
process.  The  Management  Situation  Analysis  (MSA)  on  file  at  the  Dixie 
Resource  Area  Office  provides  a  section  on  consistency  with  plans  of 
other  agencies  for  each  resource  program  discussed  In  the  RMP. 

During  the  scoping  process,  preplanning  analysis,  notification 
process,  and  Issue  Identification  process,  the  BLM  did  not  receive 
notification  from  any  Federal  or  state  agency  Identifying 
inconsistencies  resolvable  through  the  land  planning  process.  Nor  did 
other  agencies  Introduce  any  planning  criteria  or  any  planning  Issues 
that  they  wished  the  BLM  to  consider.  The  BLM  and  the  NPS  have 
different  missions  within  the  Interior  Department.  Congress  provided 
that  the  public  lands  are  to  be  managed  for  multiple  use.  Where 
boundaries  abut,  there  are  going  to  be  Incongruities  In  management 
because  of  respective  agency  missions. 

104.2  Key  observation  points  were  established  along  major  highways  and 
overlook  areas  on  BLM  administered  lands.  Distance  zone  units  are 
calculated  from  these  Key  observation  points  rather  than  from 
observation  points  Internal  to  Zion  NP. 

104.3  See  Response  102.5- 

104.4  Most  landscapes  in  the  Virgin  to  Sprlndale  corridor  have  been  placed 
In  the  Canaan  Mountain  scenic  ACEC.  Foreground  landscapes  are 
generally  located  on  private  land  or  do  not  meet  scenic  ACEC  manual 
standards.  See  Response  52.1.  Upper  Beaver  Dam  Hash  Is  a  proposed 
ACEC. 

104.5  All  uses  and  RMP  derived  prescriptions  remain  subordinate  to  the  IMP 
prescription  mandated  by  Section  603(C).  FLHPA  and  P.L.  100-203. 
Under  ttie  statutory  IMP  prescription  only  those  actions  which  Involve 
no  surface  disturbance  are  allowed  after  September  30,  1990.  If 
Congress  designates  wilderness  In  accordance  with  the  Secretary  and 
President's  suitability  recommendations  then  these  areas  would  become 
part  of  the  National  Hllderness  Preservation  System.  Administrative 
ACEC  considerations  would  be  subordinate  to  the  statutory  wilderness 
designation.  In  the  event  of  release,  the  specific  language  of  the 
release  statute  will  take  precedence  over  any  RMP  decisions. 

104.6  BLM  recognizes  that  the  scenic  values  upon  which  the  designation  of 
Zion  NP  was  based  are  of  national  significance.  Within  the  agency 
mission.  BLM  seeks  to  protect  the  Integrity  of  scenic  values  within 
the  NP.  BLM  also  recognizes  that  the  scenic  features  that 
characterize  the  NP  such  as  Zion  Canyon,  the  Great  West  Canyon,  and 
the  canyon  and  formations  of  the  Kolob  Canyons  District,  at  times 
extend  onto  adjacent  BLM  and  private  lands.  All  Important  Zion  NP 
landscapes  that  extend  Into  DRA  lands  have  been  rated  as  Scenic 
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=  Quality  A.  with  High  Sensitivity.  The  Proposed  Plan  requires  that  In 

^E  High  Sensitivity  and  A  and  B  Scenic  Quality  Areas,  the  visual 

^s  consequences  of  all  nonsurface  disturbing  proposals,  such  as  land 

^B  tenure  adjustments,  be  evaluated  In  the  decision  making  process. 

S  The  VRM  Class  Objective  for  DRA  lands  adjacent  to  Zion  NP  Is  Class 

S  n.  The  strict  Class  II  goal  Is  to  retain  the  existing  character  of 

^S  these  landscapes  and  not  allow  surface  modifications  that  would 

^s  attract  the  attention  of  the  casual  viewer.  These  visual  management 

=  prescriptions  are  outputs  of  the  VRM  rather  than  ACEC  planning 

^S  requirements  of  the  RMP  process. 

^5  The  scenic  Integrity  of  HSAs  receives  the  additional  protection  of  the 

^—  statutory  wilderness  Interim  protection  mandate  of  Section  603, 

S  FLPMA.  No  surface  disturbing  activities  will  be  allowed  In  HSAs  after 

S  September  30.  1990. 

^B  There  are  no  potential  affects  upon  the  scenic  features  associated 

^5  with  Zion  NP  from  actions  permitted  by  the  RMP  that  would  require 

^5  special  management  prescriptions  and  the  designation  of  scenic  ACECs. 

^5  In  addition  to  the  relevance  and  Importance  criteria,  BLM  policy  Is 

^—  that  scenic  ACECs  must  be  scenic  quality  A  and  "one  of  a  kind  or  very 

^S  rare  within  Us  physiographic  province."  Of  the  areas  adjacent  to 

^B  Zion  NP,  only  Canaan  Mountain  Is  cut  In  the  Moccasin  Terrace  and 

^s  exhibits  features  such  as  the  Vermillion  Cliffs  which  are  absent  from 

gg  Zion  NP.  Features  associated  with  the  White  Cliffs  and  Kolob  Terrace 

^S  find  their  best  expression  within  Zion  NP.  Corresponding  features  on 

^5  BLM  lands  do  not  meet  the  "one  of  a  kind  or  very  rare"  scenic  ACEC 

^E  standard. 

s       104.7   Upper  Beaver  Dam  Hash  would  be  an  ACEC  In  the  Proposed  Plan. 

=       104.8   VRM  Class  II  Objectives  are  assigned  to  all  Class  III  areas  In  the 

=  Proposed  Plan. 

^5       104.9   The  VRM  classification  system  provides  objectives  for  the  maximum 

^5  degree  of  actual  landscape  alteration  that  would  be  allowed  under 

^S  proposals  Involving  surface  disturbance.  The  four  landscape 

^5  alteration  objectives  are:  (1)  preserve  the  existing  character  (Class 

=  I);  (2)  retain  the  existing  character  (Class  II);  (3)  partially  retain 

S  the  existing  character  (Class  III);  and  (4)  provide  for  management 

^S  activities  which  require  major  modification  of  the  existing  character 

as  (Class  IV). 

^s  The  VRM  classifications  reflect  BLM  goals  for  maintenance  of  natural 

^S  landscapes  at  various  levels  rather  than  measures  of  the 

^E  susceptibility  or  resistance  of  a  given  landscape  to  alteration  and 

^£  scarring.  THe  Contrast  Rating  System  Is  the  on-the-ground  evaluation 

^B  technique  which  relates  the  proposed  surface  disturbance  to  the  visual 

=  vulnerability  of  a  particular  site.  The  field  evaluation 
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of  contrast  or  notUeabtllty  yields  ratings  which  Indicate  to  the  land 
manager  whether  the  landscape  at  the  site  will  be  altered  beyond  the 
VRM  Class  objective. 

104.10  This  Information  is  available  for  review  in  the  Management  Situation 
Analysis  at  the  ORA  office. 

104.11  See  Response  104.2. 

104.12  See  Response  to  52.2. 

104.13  This  change  has  been  made  in  the  Proposed  Plan. 

104.14  See  Response  64.10. 

104.15  See  page  226  of  the  Draft  RMP.  More  specific  objectives  are 
identified  at  the  activity  planning  level. 

104.16  The  ROS  opportunities  identified  would  be  maintained  throughout  the 
life  of  the  RMP. 

104.17  BLM  closed  the  Watchman  to  OHV  uses  to  protect  scenic  values  rather 
that  primitive  values.  BLM's  wilderness  land  use  recommendation 
Identifies  the  Hatchman  as  suitable  for  designation  as  wilderness. 

See  the  RMP  for  the  spectrum  of  primitive  to  developed  recreational 
opportunities  proposed  for  the  SRMAs.  LaVerkIn  Creek  is  proposed  as 
an  SRHA.  The  Beaver  Dam  Slope  Is  a  proposed  ACEC. 

104.18  The  ROS  classification  for  the  Red  Mountain  SRMA  includes  both 
semi-primitive  motorized  and  primitive  areas. 

104.19  See  Response  94.4. 

104.20  All  water  catchments  on  the  Beaver  Dam  and  Red  Mountain  areas  would  be 
Installed  without  construction  of  new  roads. 

104.21  Any  BLM  actions  that  may  Jeopardize  the  existence  of  a  Threatened  or 
Endangered  species  would  be  reviewed  through  Section  7  consultations 
with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Hildllfe  Service. 

104.22  The  BLM  must  evaluate  all  compatible  uses  for  the  land,  including 
mineral  development,  off-highway  vehicle  use.  disposal,  rights-of-way, 
wildlife  and  grazing.  The  Proposed  Plan  reflects  this  multiple  use 
mandate. 

104.23'  This  material  has  been  added  in  the  Proposed  Plan. 

104.24  Either  one  of  the  two  criteria  must  be  met  before  the  District  Manager 
can  grant  a  stipulation  waiver. 


RESPONSE  (continued) 

104."25  In  accordance  with  BLM  Manual  3101.  stipulations  are  to  include  a 

provision  for  waiver  If  circumstances  or  resource  values  change,  or  if 
the  lessee  demonstrates  operations  can  be  conducted  without  causing 
unacceptable  impacts. 

104.^6  Both  BLM  Manual  1624  and  3101  require  that  stipulations  represent  the 
least  restrictive  measures  necessary  to  provide  appropriate  protection 
for  other  resource  values. 

104.27  See  Response  101.13. 

104.28  See  Response  to  101.14. 

104.29  See  Response  104.27. 
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January  24,  1990 

Mr.  Gordon  Staker 
Cedar  City  Distridt  Manager 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
176  E.  DL  Sargent  Drive 
cedar  City,  Utah  84720 

Gordon, 

The  following  comments  on  the  Draft  Dixie  Resource  Area 
Management  Plan  are  submitted  on  behalf  of  the  Grand 
Canyon  Trust.   The  Trust  is  a  regional  organization 
advocating  the  conservation  of  the  natural  resources  of 
the  Colorado  Plateau.  Federal  land  management  agencies 
are  directly  responsible  for  over  55  percent  of  the 
lands  of  the  Colorado  Plateau.  Consequently  sound  long 
range  land  use  plans  based  on  the  solid  principles  of 
conservation  and  wise  use  of  resources  are  essential  to 
the  future  of  this  area .   They  are,  however,  only 
plans.   without  competent,  consistent  and  timely 
implementation  they  are  worse  than  useless,  for  they 
create  unfulfilled  expectations. 

These  comments  will  be  relatively  brief.   They  are 
aimed  at  the  general  recommendations  and  concepts  in 
the  draft  RHP  rather  than  at  site  specific  issues.  If 
the  standards  and  criteria  for  management  decisions  in 
the  plan  are  properly  drawn,  they  should  provide 
effective  action  on  the  ground. 


First,  we  would 
leader  and  team 
exceptionally  W' 
approach  that  i 
Area.  Theoret 
plan  developmen 
case  you  have  r 
current  social , 
community.  You 
exploding  recre 
industry  impact 
of  land  ownersh 


like  to  compliment  the  Area,  and  the 
who  prepared  this  draft.   It  is 
11  written  and  follows  a  conceptual 
s  both  novel  and  appropriate  to  the 
cally,  real  issues  are  supposed  to  drive 

however  that  rarely  occurs.   In  this 
ightly  understood  the  focal  points  of 
economic  and  political  change  in  your 
have  identified  the  issues  of  the 
ational,  tourism,  and  retirement  service 
s  on  the  area,  and  the  two  edged  sword 
p  adjustments. 


You  have  selected  a  preferred  alternative,  alternative 
"C",  which  makes  great  good  sense  in  the  light  of 
changes  that  are  taking  place  in  the  area.   It  looks 
ahead  at  the  needs  of  the  area  over  the  next  couple  of 
decades  with  forethought  for  maintaining  the  quality  of 


s 
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Dixie  RMP  Comments 


the  environment  and  the  resource  base  in  a  manner  that 
will  protect  those  things  that  are  making  the  community 
thrive.   This  is  visionary  thinking  and  It  is  what 
makes  some  communities  successful.   The  alternative  la 
reactive  planning,  sometimes  called  "getting  ready  for 
what  has  already  happened."   There  is  an  element  of 
this  kind  of  thinking  in  alternative  "B"  and  it  should 
be  dropped  from  consideration  immediately. 

Alternative  "B"  would  continue  practices  which  have 
long  since  been  discredited,  for  they  have  resulted  in 
the  kinds  of  "piece  meal"  unplanned  developments  that 
have  created  eyesores  and  economic  burdens  on 
communities  all  over  the  West.   I  am  referring  to  the 
practice  of  simply  dumping  as  much  public  land  as 
possible  on  the  market  with  the  hope  that  it  will  lead 
to  development  and  economic  growth.   This  practice  is, 
frequently,  staunchly  defended  by  individuals  who  hope 
to  profit  directly  from  such  transactions.   This 
approach  may  be  touted  by  some  such  individuals  in  your 
community.   Please  do  not  follow  their  wishes.   You 
have  made  a  very  good  case  regarding  the  amount  of  land 
which  is  already  available  for  development,  there  is  no 
need  to  expand  that  further.   It  would  be  absurd  to 
create  foolish  additional  competition  for  private  lands 
or  lands  slated  for  development  by  the  State  Land 
Board . 

In  this  regard  I  did  not  read  a  specific  statement  in 
the  Draft  RMP  that  would  indicate  that  BLM  and  the 
State  Land  Board  have  completed  all  desired  adjustments 
within  the  Area.   In  other  words,  does  this  plan  result 
in  the  resolution  of  all  State  Land  Board  Inholding 
issues  in  your  area?  True,  this  is  a  statewide 
problem,  and  one  for  which  a  solution  seems  elusive, 
but  it  might  be  solved  at  an  area  by  area  level.   We 
would  recommend  using  this  planning  process  to  work 
with  the  State  Land  Board  and  the  county  to  see  if  this 
could  be  solved. 


Wilderness 

A  serious  disappointment  in  this  draft  is  that  it 
simply  avoids  the  wilderness  Issue.   Understanding  that 
this  is  under  instruction  from  the  District  and  State 
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office,  it  is  still  a  mistake,   wilderness  will  be  part 
of  public  land  management  throughout  the  time  frame  for 
this  plan.   It  should  be  Included.   At  the  very  least 
the  wilderness  recommendations  being  made  by  BLM  ^p(^ 
areas  recommended  for  wilderness  designation  under 
introduced  Congressional  legislation  should  be 
considered  and  evaluated.   Although  you  state  that  the 
Draft  Plan  disregards  WSA  boundaries  and  determines  how 
the  land  will  be  used  If  released,  you  don't  have  that 
analysis  explicitly  shown  under  the  alternatives.   It 
would  be  useful  if  that  could  be  shown  directly.   That 
should  be  compiled  someplace  on  a  single  table  and 
should  be  shown  graphically  on  a  map. 


Public  Access 

One  issu*  which  do«8  not  appear  to  have  been  considered 
adequately  in  this  plan,  given  the  importance  of 
recreation  as  a  planning  issue.  Is  public  acc«ss.   It 
is  almost  always  the  case  that  In  areas  where 
significant  increases  in  tourism  and  recreation  are 
taking  place;  combined  with  changes  in  land  ownership, 
development,  and  the  Increase  of  people  buying  private 
land  as  places  to  "get  away";  that  serious  public 
access  problems  occur.   The  hlM,    jointly  with  the  U.S. 
Forest  Service  completed  a  study  of  public  access  needs 
and  problems  last  year.   The  findings  and 
recommendations  of  that  "Keystone"  study  report  should 
be  reviewed  relative  to  the  issues  facing  the  Dixie 
resource  area,  and  the  RMP  should  incorporate  all 
applicable  recommendations.   It  is  particularly 
Important  that  the  Bureau's  position  relative  to  the 
provision  of  public  access  to  public  lands  be  set  forth 
in  this  RMP.   Because  land  actions  will  need  to  be 
undertaken  to  solve  access  problems,  cooperative 
efforts  with  local  governmental  agencies  need  to  be 
developed  and  agreed  to  under  this  plan. 


Waste  Management 

I  applaud  your  mention  of  hazardous  waste  management  in 
the  Draft  RMP.   This  is  a  program  which  deserves 
considerably  greater  effort  by  hU^.      However,  you  do 
not  go  £*c  aoougb  to  d«al  with  th*  relationship  betw«en 


public  lands  and  waste  management  generally.   Here 
again  you  should  obtain  significant  input  from  state 
and  local  governments  as  to  their  expected  needs  over 
the  next  15  years  and  develop  In  this  RMP  a  joint  plan 
to  meet  those  needs  using,  where  appropriate,  the  most 
suitable  public  lands  as  a  part  of  a  proactive  program. 


Livestock  Grazing 

It  does  not  appear  that  adequate  thought  has  been  given 
to  the  grazing  management  section  of  this  RMP.   What  it 
calls  for  is  continuing  business  as  usual  without 
appearing  to  make  a  serious  effort  to  review  progress 
under  the  existing  program.  Current  trend  data  shows 
that  38  percent  of  the  allotment  lands  are  static  and 
that  16  are  declining.   The  table  in  the  draft  RMP  does 
not  provide  this  information  on  an  allotment  basis, 
therefore,  it  is  hard  to  judge  whether  declining 
conditions  are  occurring  in  critical  areas  such  as 
riparian  wildlife  habitat.   It  would  req[uire  an 
Independent  review  of  the  Area's  grazing  files  to 
determine  whether  or  not  this  is  a  sufficient  analysis. 
That  should  not  be  required  in  an  RMP.   Despite  the 
high  rainfall  conditions  early  in  the  decade,  recent 
years  have  been  dry.   This  should  have  resulted  in  some 
significant  reductions  in  use  in  1989  and  for  1990. 
Has  this  occurred?   The  reader  of  the  RMP  is  left  with 
the  feeling  that  grazing  management  Is  almost 
extraneous  to  this  significant  land  use  document.  The 
ranching  community  needs  to  be  assured  that  a  sound 
grazing  program  will  continue  based  upon  grazing 
practices  that  are  maintaining  range  conditions  for  all 
public  resources. 


Minerals  Management 

Although  the  area  does  not  have  a  major  minerals 
management  program,  there  are  some  areas  of  concern  In 
the  RMP.   Primarily  these  deal  with  the  implementation 
of  operations  plans,  stipulations,  and  conditions 
placed  upon  mineral  extraction  and  production 
activities.   For  example,  in  connection  with  the 
"Goldstrike"  gold  production  operation  using  cyanide, 
there  is  no  evidence  in  the  Area  office  that  anyone  is 
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Dixie  RMP  Comments  -  6 


monitoring  water  quality  in  connection  with  that 
operation.   While  this  may  be  a  function  of  state  or 
local  government,  that  is  not  clear.   Close 
coordination  with  those  appropriate  agencies  should  be 
required,  and  ultimately  BUI  has  the  responsibility  to 
assure  that  adequate  monitoring  and  control  is  being 
accomplished .   Agreements  with  local  agencies  to 
accomplish  these  purposes  should  be  described  in  the 
RMP.  The  mineral  withdrawal  recommended  for  the  Beaver 
Dam  Slope  ACEC  of  some  23,000  acres  Is  reasonable  and 
should  be  implemented.   However  that  will  not  prevent 
impacts  from  activities  on  existing  claims  unless  you 
assure  a  "no  surface  disturbance"  requirement  for 
mining  activities  in  that  area.   Here  again  it  is  not 
an  issue  of  mining  or  no  mining,  rather  it  is  the 
effective  implementation  of  stipulations  and  conditions 
on  mining  activities  that  are  needed  to  protect  other 
resources. 


Desert  Tortoise 

Obviously  events  have  occurred  which  were  not 
anticipated  when  this  draft  was  prepared.   The  current 
issue  surrounding  the  status  of  the  desert  tortoise  and 
the  efforts  that  must  be  undertaken  to  assure  the 
recovery  of  the  tortoise  need  to  be  included  in  this 
land  use  plan.   The  ACEC  that  is  recommended  under 
Alternative  "C"  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction,  but 
there  needs  to  be  a  discussion  of  BLM's 
responsibilities  in  connection  with  the  preparation  and 
implementation  of  a  recovery  plan.   It  will  require 
action  by  BLM  to  carry  out  the  mandates  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  and  that  action  should  be 
outlined  in  this  RMP,  at  least  in  general  direction. 
The  impacts  of  that  action  should  be  described . 


In  conclusion,  this  draft  RMP  is  a  good  initial  effort. 
The  preferred  alternative,  "C" ,  is  clearly  the  correct 
one  to  follow.   It  makes  some  especially  important 
recommendations  relative  to  sensitive  resources  such  as 
water,  stream  flow,  and  riparian  habitat  that  must  be 
adopted  in  the  Final  RMP.   Your  recommendations  under 
that  alternative  for  protecting  scenic  vistas  are 
particularly  important  to  the  future  of  the  Area  as  a 


recreation,  tourism  and  retirement  community.   Several 
additional  areas  deserve  a  higher  VRM  rating.   There 
are  far  too  many  examples  around  the  Colorado  Plateau 
of  towns  which  "killed  the  goose  that  laid  the  golden 
egg"  by  allowing  and  even  encouraging  the  destruction 
of  their  attractive  values  by  ugly  and  unneeded 
development.    You  should  receive  strong  support  from 
the  local  community  for  managing  public  lands  to 
protect  local  interests.   What  many  cities  are  having 
to  pay  millions  of  dollars  for,  protecting  open  space, 
you  can  make  available  in  your  area  for  free. 

There  are  a  number  of  places  in  the  Draft  RMP  that  are 
weak  and  need  to  be  strengthened  as  outlined  above.   A 
very  strong  effort  should  be  made  to  sit  down  with 
State  and  Local  governmental  officials,  including 
elected  officials  to  discuss  this  plan  and  what  it 
means  thoroughly  before  it  is  completed.   There  should 
be  no  surprises  down  the  road,  and  it  is  important  that 
the  plan  be  understood  and  committed  to  by  the 
communities  that  will  be  affected  by  it  for  the  next  15 
years.   Without  such  commitment  implementation  will  be 
improbable  and  difficult.   And,  without  implementation, 
a  plan  is  meaningless. 

I  hope  these  comments  are  useful,  please  call  if  you 
have  any  questions.   I  would  be  happy  to  visit  further 
with  you  on  these  issues  or  any  others  in  the  course  of 
arriving  at  a  completed  and  approv«d 


Ruch 

utive  Vice  President 


Jim  Parker,  State  Director,  ^BLM 
Debbie  Peitrzak,  Area  Manager,  BLM 
David  Brine,  RMP  team  leader,  BLM 
Steven  Snow,  Esq. 
Jerry  Lewis,  County  Commissioner 
Scott  Hershey,  County  Commissioner 
John  Willie,  County  Planner 
Carl  Brooks,  Mayor 
Brooks  Pace 
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RESPONSE 

105.1       See  Response  61 


=  ARIZONA  WHITEWATER  EXPEDITIONS 


105.2 


Hashlngton  County  waste  needs  "ere  considered.     ConsuUatlon  with  the 
county  did  not  surface  definite  needs.     The  present  landfill  xlll 
acconmodatc  waste  needs  for  several   decades.     Approximately  one  acre 
of  landfill   is  required  per  10.000  population  per  year;  the  current 
landfill   encompasses  500  acres. 

105.3      See  Response  69.4. 
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Dear   Mr.    Brine, 


P  O.  Box  26028 
Tempe,  AZ.  85282 
(602)   838-7428 
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106.1 


=  106.2  I 


=   106.3 i 


Having  reviewed  and  ccmmented  on  numerous  BLM  and  Fore 
Management  Plans  we  find  the  Draft  Plan  for  the  Dixie 

be  both  comprehensive  and  balanced.   We  also  agree,  o... . 

the  preferred  alternative  (C)  but  would  urge  the  following  suggestions^ 
be  incorporated  into  the  Final  Plan: 

f  1.  DRV  closures  should  be  mandated  for  the  Beaver 
all  riparian  zones  within  the  District.  Sand  a 
operations  should  be  banned  from  all  streambed 
District. 
2   The  Virgin  River  and  Deep  Creek  should  be  stud 
&  Scenic  River  suitability.   The  Virgin  River 
coordinated  with  the  Arizona  Strip  District. 
3.  The  BLM  should  obtain  guaranteed  in-stream  flo 

streams  traversing  ACECs  or  Wilderness  Areas. 
■4.  The  Beaver  Dam  Slopes  should  be  recommended  fo 
designation  to  protect  the  Desert  Tortoise  and 
the  adjacent  designated  Wilderness  Areas  in  AZ 

We  look  forward  to  the  Final  Plam. 


Dam  Slopes  and 
and  gravel 
ds  within  the 

died  for  Wild 
Study  could  be 

ows  for  all 

r  Wilderness 
to  compliment 
.  and  Utah. 


Sincerely, 


106  1       OHV  and  saleable  mineral   restrictions  have  been  applied  on  a 

case-by-case  basis  on  specific   locations  within  riparian  zones  and  on 
the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  to  protect  Identified  resources. 

106  2       Permanent  designation  of  Hi  Id  and  Scenic  Rivers  is  a  statutory 
designation  (refer  to  the  appendix:     H1ld  and  Scenic  Rivers, 
Eligibility  and  Classification) - 

106.3      See  Response  12.3. 
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RESPONSE 

See  Response  to  Letters  #11,  #12  and  #24. 
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Michael  L.  Scott 
3506  W.  County  Rd.  50 
Fort  Collins,  CO   80521 


Mr.  David  Brine 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Dixie  Resource  Area 
225  North  Bluff  St. 
St.  George,  UT   84770 


Dear  Mr.  Brine: 

I  am  writing  with  regard  to  the  Resource  Management  Plan  for  the  Dixie 
Resource  Area.   I  felt  the  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
was  comprehensive  and  very  well  done.   I  would  like  to  voice  my  support  for 
alternative  C,  which  I  feel  most  adequately  protects  valuable  public  land.   In 
particular  I  encourage  the  designation  of  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  and  urge  the  BLM  to  maintain  public  control  over  these  areas.  ACECs 
should  also  be  off-limits  to  off  road  vehicles. 

Because  of  their  value  to  fish  and  wildlife  species  the  potential  for 
contamination,  I  support  the  no  surface  occupancy  restriction  and  would 
support  withdrawing  all  riparian  areas  from  Mineral  entry.  Finally,  Anasizi 
sites  along  the  Santa  Clara  and  Virgin  Rivers  should  be  afforded  adequate 
protection;  perhaps  by  being  Included  in  ACECs. 

Ulth  regard  to  acquisition  of  State  land  within  the  Resource  Area,  I  would 
specifically  encourage  the  acquisition  of  State  sections  in  the  Beaver  Dam 
Slope,  Little  Creek  Mountain  and  Canaan  Mountain  areas.  Given  the  recognized 
uniqueness  of  the  West  Fork  of  Beaver  Dam  Wash  I  would  suggest  consideration 
of  this  area  as  an  ACEC.  However,  regardless  of  whether  it  Is  afforded  ACEC 
status,  any  right-of-wAys  through  this  area  should  recognize  its  unique 
quality  and  be  Mde  to  stay  within  the  t>oundar1es  of  any  existing  right-of- 
ays. 

hank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  well  done  Resource  Management 
Ian.  With  the  projections  for  population  growth,  recreation  and  tourism,  a 
jmprehenslve  plan  that  protects  unique  and  valuable  public  resources  now, 
■ill  pay  big  benefits  to  the  local  economy  in  the  future.  Alternative  C  is 
^e  right  step  In  this  direction.  Please  keep  me  informed  as  to  future 
..cislons  regarding  selection  of  management  alternatives  within  the  Dixie 
Kesource  Area. 


108. 1  See  Response  52.8. 

108.2  See  Response  52.2. 

108.3  See  Response  24.1. 

108.4  The  Beaver  Dam  Slope  area  has  two  proposed  ACEC  designations.  BLM 
believes  this  Is  suitable  special  management  to  protect  relevant  and 
Important  resources  Identified.  Much  of  the  Beaver  Dam  Hash  above  the 
Beaver  Dam  Slope  ACEC  Is  private  land  over  which  BLM  has  no 
administrative  authority.  See  Response  53.1  and  specific  ACEC  site 
prescriptions. 

108.5  Most  of  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  outside  the  utility  corridor  1s  an 
avoidance  area. 


Sincerely, 
Michael  L.  Scott 
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D«i  rdr«  Roach 
4335  Butler  Circl* 
Bouldar,  CO   60303 
January  24,    lOfiO 


David  Brin* 

Bureau  of  Tand  Uanagaiitent  -  Dixie  Resource  Area 

225  North  Bluff  Street 

St.  George,  UT   84770 

Dear  Mr.  Brine: 

This  letter  is  in  re's  pons*  to  the  Dixie  Resource  Area  -  Resource 
Uanagement  Plan  i  Environmental  Impact  Statement . 

I  support  Alternative  C,  Itated  as  the  Preferred  Alternetive  in  this 
document .  I  alao  support  the  Claaa  II  visual  resource  management 
c laaaes  under  Alternative  C,  and  the  AC EC  deaignations. 

I  encourage  the  BLM  to  retain  control  over  the  ACEC  managment  areas 
rather  than  set  up  concessionaires.   The  BLM  has  better  long-term 
management  control  and  objectives  than  private  concessions.   I  strongly 
encourage  the  BLM  to  close  all  ACEC'a  to  ORV  use  and  to  enforce  this. 
The  semi-arid  Utah  climate  heals  as  slowly  as  the  delicate  alpine 
environment  of  Colorado's  high  country  and  scars  take  many  years  to  heal. 

I  encourage  the  BLM  to  retain  alt  the  land  currently  within  the  Resource 
Area  and  to  acquire  as  much  state  land  as  possible,  especially  the 
Beaver  Dam  Slope  and  the  east  slope  of  Black  Ridge.   The  BLM  is  less 
development-oriented  than  the  state  of  Utah  and  the  land  will  be  better 
managed  and  protected  under  the  BLU  than  the  state. 

I  encourage  the  BLM  to  designate  all  areas  as  ACEC's  that  are  proposed  for 
inclusion  as  wilderness  under  HR  1500.   Also  strictly  prohibit  ORV  use 
in  these  areas  and  include  full  mineral  withdrawals  (hard  rock,  fluid, 
and  construction  materials).   This  will  protect  these  vital  areas 
and  make  their  eventual  designation  as  wilderness  more  viable. 

I  do  not  support  the  development  of  the  Quail  Creek  Reservoir  with 
concessions  and  shoreline  facilities.   This  wilt  encourage  ORV  use  in 
the  area  and  additional  development. 

I  encourage  the  &LM  to  designate,  or  to  pursue  designation  of  the  DRA 
portions  of  the  Deep  Creek  and  North  Fork  of  the  Virgin  River  as  "wild, 
and  acenic'  rivers.   This  would  afford  them  the  needed  protect! on  as 
free-running  rivers.   One  of  the  most  spectacular  attractions  in  Zion 
National  Park  is  the  water  and  to  destroy  these  rivers  would  seriously 
detract  from  a  national  treasure,  Zion  National  Park. 

I  encourage  the  BLM  to  withdraw  all  riparian  areaa  from'  mineral  entry 

(hard  rock,  fluid,  and  construction  materials)  and  to  designate  these 

areas  under  no  eurface  occupancy  regulations.   I  also  encourage  the 

BLU  to  seek  ACEC  designation  for  these  areas  to  better  protect  them. 

I  encourage  the  BLU  to  limit  the  size  of  the  power  corridor  through 
Beaver  Dam  Wash  and  to  withdraw  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  area  from  mineral 
entry  . 
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I  encourage  the  BLU  to  careful ly  examine  al I  water  use  requests  on  publ ic 
landa.   Water  is  increasingly  in  demand  and  careful  use,  allocation, 
and  convervation  are  required  to  keep  the  aemi-arid  DRA  from  becoming 
a  true  desert  in  the  future. 

I  enceyraga  the  BLU  to  carefully  examine  Its  graiing  policies  and  permits. 
The  degradation  of  riparian  habitat  and  eater  seurcet  by  Mveateck  should 
be  I  i  mi  ted  sev«r«  ty.   I  encourage  the  BLU  to  close  areas  to  grazing  that 
have  been  trampled  by  livestock  and  plant  native  (even  if  unpalatable) 
plants  in  these  areas. 

The  DRA  has  incredible  scenery,  abundant  wildlife  and  plant  life  (for 
ita  climate)  and  clean  criap  air.   This  should  be  preserved  at  any  coat 
for  the  future  as  much  as  for  the  present.   So  much  of  this  country  has 
been  plowed  under,  dammed  up,  and  built  up  that  we  need  to  protect  the 
few  large  areas  that  are  still  grand  sweeping  wilderness.   The  feel  of 
warm  sandstone,  the  rush  of  a  stream  over  rocks,  the  isolation  of  being 
many  miles  from  human  habitation,  these  are  all  worth  careful,  vigilant 
preservat i  on . 


RESPOMSE 

See  Response  to  Letters  #11.  #12  and  #24. 


Sincerely, _,_^^ 
De  i  rdre   Roach 
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T  auppert  Alternative  C  of  the  Dlxta  Resource  ^mm   Resource 
Mflnogewent  Plan/EnvtronRentel  I«pect  Statewent  .  and  particularly  the 

Class  II  visual  resource  Management  clasaes  found  in  this  alternative. 
In  the  event  that  some  other  Alternative  is  chosen,  I  believe  it  is 
important  to  incorporate  ftT  LEAST  the  principles  included  in  the  Class 
II  visual  resource  nenaoenent  classes  found  in  Alternative  C. 


Uavid  brine 

BLM  --  Dixie  Resource  A 
27-h    N.  bluff  Street 
St.  George,  Utah  8477U 
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ary  24,  1990 


1.  Haintaln  control  over  ACEC  Managanant  rather  than  entering 
into  concessionaire  agreenentsi 

2.  Designate  all  of  the  Beaver  Dan  Slope  areas  which  are 
proposed  as  wilderness  in  HR  1 50e  as  ACEC  s,  including 
Beaver  Oan  Uash  ,  Cougar  Canyon,  and  Joshua  Tree  Natural 
Area  unitsi 

3.  (nisi   ORy  closures  and  full  mineral  ylthdrawals  for  hard  rock  . 
fluid,  and  construction  materials  to  prescriptions  In 

ACEC  s,  regardless  of  affected  acreagei 

4.  Reduce  the  Beaver  Dan  Uash  power  corridor  to  the  ninlnu« 
size  currently  necessaryt 

5.  Take  additional  steps  to  protect  riparian  areas  beyond 
doslgf^ation  of  no  surface  occupancy,  auoh  aa  ACEC 
detflonatlon  and  ylthtfraws)  from   all  Mineral  entry,  including 
hard  roeV .  fluid,  and  construction  Metertelai 

6.  Initiate  efforts  to  acquire  state  land  sections  m  the 
Beaver  Dan  Slope  area  and  the  state  section  on  the  east 
slope  of  Black  Ridgei 

-  7.    tJfll  dispose  of  any  BLM  holdings  within  the  Reaource  Area. 

T  look  foryard  to  positive  action  in  inplenentlng  Alternative  C. 
and  further  anhancenent  of  the  protection  of  the  Dixie  Resource  Area 
as  suggested  in  ny   connents.   Please  keep  ne  inforned  of  the  status  of 
action  on  this  plan. 


Dear  Mr.  Br 


le 


ter  IS  to  inform  you  of  my  support  for  alternative  C 
as  the  beat  management  policy  for  the  Dixie  Resource  area.  The 
portion  of  Utah  under  consideration  is  one  of  the  most  beautiful 
in  the  state  and  no  degree  of  environmental  consideration  can  be 
considered  too  extreme . 

I  am  specifically  concerned  with  management  of  Areas  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern  and  hope  that  these  will  be  given 
the  maximum  possible  protection,  particularly  with  respect  to 
riparian  arttas .  For  that  matter  I  baliava  that  nore  riparian  areaa 
should  be  included  on  the  ACEC  list.  I  also  hope  that  the  ACEC's 
will  reaein  under  BLH,  aa  oppoead  to  conceaslonaire,  management. 

Finally,  I  support  the  designation  of  all  of  the  Beaver  Dam 
Slope  areas  (propoeed  as  wilderneea  In  HR  ISOO)  as  ACEC's. 

record  my  comments. 


David  Chapman 

4201  E.  Monte  Vista,  Apt.  H-106 

Tucson,  Arizona  85712 


Sincerely  yoyrs 


-»—<-•»  yr  fi~«»^-> 


Douglas  ft.  Thay 


Sit  Rcsponsi  to  Lttters  #11.  «12  and  #24. 


RESPONSE 

See  Response  to  Letters  #11  and  #12. 
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David  Brine 

Supervisory  Environmental  Special ist 

BLM-Dixie  Resource  Area 


JAN  2  9  ly  J 

25JAN69  m 


Dear  Mr .  Brine, 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the 
Dixie  RMP  &  EIS. 

I  have  been  leading  backpack  outings  into  southern  Utah  for 
the  last  12  years.   I  have  brought  about  1000  people  with  me  on 
the  charter  bus  trips  I  coordinate. 

I  have  witnessed  the  growth  of  St.  George  and  the  widespread 
impact  of  ORV  use.  I  am  impressed  with  the  frankness  and  honesty 
of  the  EIS  and  admirable  goals  of  alternative  C. 

Alternative  C  alone  will  protect  the  natural  beauty  that  is 
so  important  to  all  of  us. 

I  am  pleased  that  Canaan  Mt .  will  be  managed  as  a  primitive 
area  with  or  without  wilderness  status.   We  have  especia 1 1 y 
enjoyed  our  recent  backpacks  there. 

It  is  a  credit  to  your  office  that  the  rugged  cliffs  are  to 
be  managed  as  a  visual  resource  for  everyone. 


Very  Trul y  Yours , 

Michael  N.  Fry 
12819  SFlma  Ct . 
Poway,  CA,  92064 
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Natural  Resounxs 
Defense  Council 

liiONfuYarkAD,   NW 
Watitinglon.  DC  lOOOS 
202  7(0.700) 
Fax  202  7HJ-59I7 


Mr.  David  Brine 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Dixie  Resource  Area 

225  North  Bluff  Street 

St.  George.  UT   84770 


Dear  Mr.  Brine: 

The  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council  (NRDC)  appreciates  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Dixie  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  "Draft  Plan").    As 
representatives  of  more  than  120,000  members  including  over  400  in  Utah, 
we  hope  our  comments  and  suggestions  will  be  considered  in  preparation  of 
the  final  document.    Due  to  time  constraints  these  comments  focus  on 
actions  relating  to  certain  endangered  species,  particularly  the  desert  tortoise. 
Any  failure  to  identify  violation(s)  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act, 
other  statutes  or  implementing  regulations  does  not  mean  they  do  not  exist, 
only  that  we  have  not  addressed  them  at  this  lime. 

We  recognize  and  applaud  the  decision  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 

Management  ("BLM")  to  revise  the  Dixie  Resource  Area's  current  land  use 
plan  ("MFP")  in  response  to  increased  pressure  from  population  growth  in 
nearby  vicinities.    However,  we  strenuously  object  to  the  decision  to  retain 
the  status  quo  for  the  most  widespread  permitted  use  of  the  Resotirce  Area, 
the  grazing  of  domestic  livestock  -  particularly  in  light  of  the  impact  of 
grazing  on  the  desert  tortoise.    The  failure  to  re-evaluate  previously- made 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 
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grazing  decisions  is  inconsistent  with  provisions  of  the  BUM'S  own  plaruiing 

manual  and  its  national  tortoise  policy  as  well  as  with  its  duty  to  ensure  the 

tortoise's  continued  existence  in  this  planning  area.' 

It  is  indisputable  that  livestock  grazing  can  --  and  has  --  adversely 

affected  tortoises  and  their  habitats  in  general  as  well  as  in  this  planning 

area.    For  example,  the  U.S.  General  Accounting  Office  recently  noted  that 

grazing  has  "had  severe  impacts  on  tortoise  survival...."    See  "California 

Desen:    Plaimed  Wildlife  Protection  and  Enhancement  Objectives  Not 

Achieved,"  pp.  26-27  (1988).    Even  more  importantly,  when  the  tortoise 

population  in  this  area  -  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  population  ■-  was  formally 

designated  as  threatened  in  1980,  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  ("FWS") 

specifically  identified  livestock  grazing  as  one  of  the  principal  threats  to  its 

continued  existence.    See  47  Fed.  Reg.  55662  (August  20,  1980).    The 


'    WhQe  these  conunaits  deplorv  the  taDure  of  the  draft  plan  to  addiOM  gnzlag-torTobe  fwuo.  aome  infonnation 
on  graiin^  a  provided.    We  wteh  to  go  on  record  as  objectmg  to  the  tuperfldAl  nature  of  that  informatiofu 
however.    Cenaiaty  the  BLM  hai  a  duty  to  provide  raemben  of  the  public  and  othen  with  at  least  tome 
information  regarding  grazing  dedaioni  made  store  than  ten  yean  ago  in  th«  caae  of  the  Hot  Desen  EIS  and 
atmoal  ten  yean  ago  In  the  ca»e  of  Kanab-Ejcalante.    See,  e.g..  Orafi  Plan.  p.  49     However,  the  Information 
presented  here  tella  fai  ihort  of  the  kmd  ol  information  that  the  public  needt  and  deaerves.    Spedfkally,  the 
document  doet  not  reveal  the  degree  to  which  grazing  actioni  are  -    or  ara  r>ot    -  achieving  the  non-livestock 
management  ob}ectivea  previously  establiahed     Thia,  for  example,  the  document  provides  rto  information  about 
current  range  conditions  artd  no  hint  as  to  whether  they  repreaeni  an  improvement  in  the  ten  years  since 
complenon  of  the  Hot  Daeri  EIS,    Have  wDdhfe  habitat  corkdicions  improved?    Readen  of  this  document  can't  tell. 
Nor  can  they  tell  whether  other  previously  establiahed  goals  and  objectives  for  range  resources  affected  by  grazing 
managentent  have  been  achieved.    On  page  121  of  the  draft,  BLM  concedes  that  sotike  plaruied  range  projects  such 
as  fences  and  water  developments,  inteikled  to  control  livestock  distribution  problems,  have  been  precluded  by  lack 
of  funding,  but  the  relatiomhip  between  these  'non-»ctiot»*  and  current  conditiona  and  martagement  goals  is 
totally  IgTKtred.    While  we  have  no  desire  to  see  the  BLM  change  valid  decisioiB,  we  submit  that  the  BLM  must  do 
more  than  amai  that  vtUdity:   it  mun  provide  infonnatioo  that  will  junuy  in  detBmiution  to  popetuaie  them. 
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BLNTs  own  1978  environmental  impact  statement  CEIS")  on  grazing  in  the 

area,  the  Hot  Desen  EIS,  documented  the  harm  livestock  were  then  causing 

the  tortoise.^   Since  then,  notwithstanding  the  listing  of  this  population  and 

before  the  onset  of  respiratory  disease  here,  declines  of  more  than  50%  in 

tortoise  numbers  were  documented.    Increases  in  pereimial  grasses,  especially 

Muhlenbergia  poneri,  the  key  to  tortoise  survival,  have  apparently  not 

occxured  here  despite  the  passage  of  more  than  ten  years  since  the  Hot 

Desert  EIS  was  completed.    On  the  contrary,  according  to  the  recent  FWS 

notice  proposing  to  upgrade  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  tortoise  population  to 

endangered,  see  54  Fed.  Reg.  42270  et  seq.  (October  13,  1989),  "no 

improvement"  in  habitat  conditions  has  occurred  since  the  original  listing  and 

"the  forage  requirements  of  the  tortoise  may  never  be  met  on  the  Beaver 

Dam  Slope,"    id.  at  42272. 

Despite  these  facts  ■-  and  despite  major  policy  changes  made  since 

1978  ■-  the  draft  plan  refuses  to  "re-address  issues  or  re-evaluate  resource 

data  or  impacts  covered  in  the  Hot  Desert  Grazing  Management 

Environmental  Statement."    Draft  Plan,  p.  8.     Instead  it  asserts  that 

"livestock  grazing  decisions  made  under  the  Hot  Desert  EIS  should  be 

retained  as  modified  by  changes  in  policy  ...  since  [its]  publication."    Id^,  p. 


See  Final  Hot  Desert  EIS,  pp  J  SO  to  2  56. 
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10.    The  Resource  Area  has  so  far  failed  to  make  any  modifications  in 

grazing  decisions  in  response  to  a  major  policy  change  that  occurred  in 

1988.    Moreover,  that  and  other  post-1978  changes  require  these  decisions 

to  be  re-examined  as  part  of  this  planning  eifort. 

The  BLM*s  planning  manual  makes  retention  of  MFP  decisions  in  a 

Resource  Management  Plan  contingent  on  their  "currency"  and  the  lack  of 

"[c]hanged  circumstances  since  approval  of  the  plan,  including  ...  policy 

revisions...."    BLM  Manual  §§1618.21A  and  D.    As  indicated,  circumstances 

have  indeed  changed.    Since  completion  of  the  Hot  Desert  EIS,  not  only  has 

the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  population  of  tortoises  been  declared  a  threatened 

species,  its  upgrading  to  endangered  status  has  already  been  proposed.    And, 

the  BLM  has  adopted  a  final,  national  desert  tortoise  policy.    This  policy,  set 

forth  in  a  document  entitled  Desert  Tortoise  Habitat  Management  on  the 

PuMi^  liiinds    -  A  Rangcwide  Plan  (1988)  (hereinafter  "Rangewide  Plan"),  is 

definitely  a  major  development:    it  establishes  "the  procedural  statements  and 

steps  thai  will  ensure  the  continued  survival  of  the  desert  tortoise  on  the 

public  lands."    Instruction  Memorandum  No.  89-103,  to  "SD's  -  Arizona, 

California.  Nevada,  Utah,"    from  Director,  BLM  (1988)  (hereinafter  "I.M.  No. 

89-103").    [n  addition,  it  establishes  management  goals  for  State  Directors 

and  specifies  that  they  "must ...  cany  out  management  that  will  improve 


COMCMT  LrrTER  #113 

Mr.  David  Brine 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Dixie  Resource  Area 
Page  6 

Similariy,  it  has  yet  to  comply  with  the  substantive  or  procedural 

requirements  of  the  Rangewide  Plan  in  this  planning  area. 

The  Rangewide  Plan  requires  categorization  of  desert  tortoise  habitats  as 
the  basis  for  identification  of  management  actions  that  will  "maintain  viable 
populations  of  tortoises."    [.  M.  No.  89-103.    Goals  and  criteria  for  three 
categories  of  tortoise  habitat  are  set  forth  in  that  Plan,  and  it  specifies  that 
"categorization  ^iU  be  accomplished  through  the  resource  management 
planning  process."    Rangewide  Plan,  p.  13  (emphasis  added).    This 
unequivocal  mandate  has  been  flatly  ignored  in  connection  with  preparation 
of  the  draft  document:    it  makes  no  attempt  to  categorize  the  lands  in  the 
Resource  Area. 

In  addition  to  requiring  categorization  of  tortoise  habitat,  the  Plan 
identifies  appropriate  management  actions  for  grazing  (as  well  as  for  other 
activities)  "to  meet  the  Bureau's  overall  Goal  for  preserving  and  managing 
tortoises  and  their  habitats."   IjL   It  explicitly  grants  field  employees 
authorization  for  "limiting,  precluding  or  deferring  livestock  use,"  id-,  p.  21, 
audiorization  that  simply  did  not  exist  in  1978,  when  the  Hot  Desert  EIS 
was  prepared.    In  addition,  it  sets  forth  specific  management  actions  relating 
to  vegetation  and  cover  which  are  designed  to  further  the  overall  goal. 
These  actions  too  had  yet  to  be  developed  when  the  Hot  Desert  EIS  was 
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conditions  for  those  populations  that  are  not  in  satisfactory  condition."    Both 

the  listing  of  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  tortoise  population  and  the  new  policy 

require  re-evaluation  of  the  earlier  grazing  decisions  in  this  document. 

The  Endangered  Species  Act  CESA")  requires  that  the  BLM  actively 

conserve  formally  listed  species,  including  the  tortoise,  ges  16  U.S.C. 

§1536(a)(l),  through  "the  use  of  all  methods  and  procedures  which  are 

necessary"  to  bring  them  to  the  point  at  which  listing  is  no  longer  necessary. 

id.,  §1532(3)  (emphasis  added).    Moreover,  the  ESA  requires  the  Bureau  to 

ensure  that  its  actions  neither  "jeopardize"  the  tortoise'  continued  existence 

nor  "result  in  the  destruction  or  adverse  modification  of  its  habitat."    Id., 

§1536(a)(2).    Even  assuming  that  post-listing  consultation  with  the  FWS  has 

ensured  that  BLM  actions  have  not  jeopardized  the  tortoise  or  adversely 

affected  tortoise  habitat,  it  seems  clear  that  the  BLM  has  not  complied  with 

the  mandate  to  conserve  the  species  in  connection  with  management  of 

grazing  in  the  Dixie  Resource  Area.    Compliance  with  the  ESA's  conservation 

mandate  requires  analysis  of  a  range  of  grazing  management  options  that 

could  benefit  the  tortoise,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  limiting  or 

precluding  grazing  in  tortoise  habitat  areas.    No  such  analysis  is  included  in 

the  draft  doctmient.    Accordingly,  the  BLM  has  yet  to  comply  with  the  ESA. 
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prepared  and  constitute  significant  new  directions  for  land  managers  in 

tortoise  habitat  areas. 

At  the  very  least,  this  draft  document  should  have  contained  proposed 
categorizations  of  the  public  lands  in  the  Dixie  Resource  Area  and  an 
analysis  of  the  degree  to  which  previously-identified  "^neans  of  protecting 
[tortoise]  habitat,"  jj}.,  p.  4,  are  achieving  the  goal  and  objectives  of  the  new 
policy.    In  addition,  this  analysis  should  have  specifically  considered  whether 
those  means  or  other  grazing  provisions  of  the  MFP  need  to  be  changed  to 
meet  the  applicable  goal  and  objectives,  as  authorized  by  the  new  policy.^ 
The  failure  to  provide  such  information  is  not  only  inconsistent  with  the 
terms  of  the  policy,  it  has  denied  members  of  the  public,  the  Bureau  and 
others  who  are  concerned  about  the  fate  of  the  tortoise  vitally  important 
infonnation. 

At  best,  the  draft  document  blithely  assumes  that  readers  will  be  willing 
to  take  on  faith  the  continuing  validity  of  grazing  management  decisions 
made  some  ten  years  ago,  before  the  tortoise  was  listed  and  before  the 
Rangewide  Plan  was  developed.    This  asstmiption  is  simply  unwarranted. 


'   The  grazint  tntenution  pnivkled  In  tfak  't'^""'***"  aiwwen  aaet  at  thne  qwRfois.    For  ™«'r»*.  tfaa*  b  no 
infonnaoon  about  the  dtfnt  to  wfakh  curroit  fiaiiaf  nuutemeni  ii   -  or  it  not   ■mthctiat  popuUtloa  numben 
or  tortotM  habitat  vmluec    To  what  kvel  bat  the  Cortote  populatico  <&ecUDed7    Haw  aattw  tonge  tpedes 
'required  by  tortotei*  Increaaed  anywhar  tn  gniai  areoa?    [haft  PUn,  p.  22.    What  uv  the  utUiiatioc)  level*  that 
have  occurred  since  19787    Wen  'ndtable  native  forage,  tpace.  «ad  cowr  ...  available  for  deaert  tortoiaet 
throughout  the  year*  every  >«ar  tioce  19787    {d.,  p.  22.    If  not.  tn  which  yvan  were  they  avBilabile7 
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The  BLM  must  demonstrate  that  those  decisions  are  in  fact  valid  despite 

changed  circumstances. 

Considering  the  three  alternatives  presented  in  the  draft  plan.  Alternative 
C  is  the  only  one  which  comes  close  to  meeting  the  needs  of  the  sensitive, 
threatened  and  endangered  species  found  in  the  Dixie  Resource  Area. 
Unfortunately  it  does  not  go  far  enough,  despite  two  statements  to  the 
contrary.*-*    The  actions  discussed  below  do  not  reflect  adequate 
consideration  for  the  needs  of  sensitive,  threatened  or  endangered  species 

We  commend  the  emphasis  on  resource  retention  and  protection  in 
Alternative  C,  particularly  acquisition  of  state  and  private  lands  beneficial  to 
resource  programs.    Most  of  the  lands  in  desert  tortoise  and  bearclaw  poppy 
areas  are  state-owned.    The  draft  document,  however,  lacks  necessary 
assurances  that  the  BLM  will,  in  fact,  acquire  these  important  tracts  of  land. 
We  are  distressed  by  the  proposed  disposal  of  a  40  acre  parcel  and  an  80 
acre  parcel  Oocated  along  MS  south  of  Bloomington)  which  include  habitat 
for  the  dwarf  bearclaw  poppy.    Although  the  management  of  small  parcels 
can  be  difficult,  we  suggest  that  these  parcels  be  retained  and  the 
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surrounding  land  also  be  acquired  by  the  BLM  which  would  then  protect  the 

majority  of  the  Price  City  Hills  population  of  the  h^nrrlaw  ix>ppy. 

According  to  figure  3-16,  the  proposed  Beaver  Dam  Slope  ACEC  will 
include  "all  the  important  acreage  necessary  to  effectively  manage  the 
[tortoise]."   However,  nowhere  is  information  given  as  to  whether  any  desert 
tortoise  habitat  or  population  will  be  excluded.    Again,  the  BLM  caimot 
merely  expect  the  public  to  rubber-stamp  assertions  made  without  supporting 
information. 

The  protection  of  sensitive  desert  tonoise  habitat  will  not  be  guaranteed 
by  the  proposal  to  limit  off-road  vehicles  (ORVs)  to  existing  roads  and  trails. 
In  fact,  this  proposal  would  actually  decrease  protection  in  the  Woodbury 
Study  Area,  where  ORVs  are  now  limited  to  designated  roads  and  traib.    We 
recommend  closing  the  area  as  the  only  way  to  "maximize  management". 
The  increasing  use  of  ORVs  is  having  a  significant  effect  on  tortoise 
population.    Not  only  may  direct  mortality  result  through  crushing  of 
tortoises  either  above  grotmd  or  in  their  burrows,  but  the  desert  ecosystems 
may  be  degraded  as  a  result  of  off-road  vehicle  use.    Grovnh  of  aimuals  and 
herbaceous  perennials  may  be  severely  reduced,  and  the  basic  energy  fixation 


*   These  spedei  have  been  recognized  by  Uw  and  reguUbons  to  have  hiffa  lodal  vmluei  by  nature  of  renricted 
habitat  and/or  Dumben.    As  luch.  they  receive  special  conaldentkjn.*    Dntt  Plan.  p.  70. 

^   *Where  habilal  conflkm  uiM  among  reaounx  uaei  aad  T&E  or  aemiliw  animal  fpedea,  prderence  will  lean 
toward  protection  of  those  species,..,*    [>iaft  Plan.  p.  139. 
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and  transfer  systems  of  the  desert  can  be  disrupted  or  destroyed  by  vehicular 

activity.* 

The  dwarf  bearclaw  poppy  habitat  is  also  threatened  by  ORVs  in  the 
southern  portion  of  the  proposed  Red  Bluff  ACEC  which  is  included  within 
an  area  designated  as  open  to  on-  and  off-road  vehicle  use.    Since  a  closed 
area  would  be  created  adjacent  to  an  open  area  with  no  physical  barriers 
separating  them,  enforcement  problems  would  undoubtedly  result.    Almost 
every  weekend  plants  are  damaged  by  ORVs  straying  into  this  key  habitat 
area.    We  urge  the  Bureau  to  restrict  ORV  traffic  in  the  area  adjacent  to  the 
Red  Bluff  ACEC  and  construct  an  effective  fence  to  protect  the  poppy 
population. 

Under  Alternative  C,  a  locatable  mineral  withdrawal  will  be  initiated  for 
27,00  acres  in  the  proposed  ACEC.    The  designation  of  the  Beaver  Dam 
Slope  as  Category  4  (closed)  for  fluid  mineral  leasing  should  not  be  a 
"consideration."  Draft  Plan,  p.  157,  but  a  mandate  in  order  to  increase 
protection  for  the  desert  tortoise.    The  designation  of  the  existing  utility 
corridor  which  crosses  the  southeast  comer  of  the  critical  habitat  would  limit 


'  Ludcenbach,  1982  aa  dted  in  FWS.  AnModment  to  the  Biolosica]  Opiniaa  for  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  Grazing 
Managenvent  Plan  in  MoaorarKlum  To;  Distrkrt  Manager.  C«dar  Cty  Oicirict,  BLM.  Cedar  City.  Utah  Prom:  State 
Supervisor,  Fiih  and  Wildlife  EnhaiKxroent.  US.  Fish  arvj  WOdlife  Service.  Soli  Lake  Qty.  Utah. 
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further  habitat  fragmentation.    The  granting  of  ri^ts-of-way  should  also  be 
expressly  limited  in  the  final  plan  in  other  portions  of  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope. 

This  document  notes  in  regard  to  the  desert  tortoise  that  "the  population 
has  declined  to  the  point  where  its  survival  is  dependent  on  the  survival  of 
each  individual  tortoise."    Draft  Plan,  p.  192.    This  statement  is  almost 
identical  to  one  made  in  the  Hot  Desert  EIS  over  ten  years  ago:    "The 
population  seems  to  be  at  such  a  low  level  now  that  any  loss  of  an 
individual,  whether  by  predator,  human  collection,  trampling,  or  whatever,  is 
significant."'    Threats  to  the  bearclaw  poppy  have  also  been  recognized  for 
years. 

We  support  and  encourage  the  designation    of  proposed  ACECs  for  Siler 
cactus  habitat  as  well  as  ORV  closure  and  closed  area  designation  for  mining 
in  those  ACECs.    However,  in  the  final  Plan,  a  more  detailed  description  of 
exacdy  which  species  are  protected  by  which  ACECs  needs  to  be  included  if 
resources  are  to  be  protected. 

Only  by  adopting  Alternative  C,  with  our  proposed  additions,  and  by 
revising  decade-old  grazing  decisions  where  appropriate  will  the  BLM  begin 
at  last  to  reverse  long  neglect  of  these  species  on  the  brink  of  extinction. 

Alternative  A  and  B  are  not  acceptable  options.    Alternative 


'    Final  Hot  Deaeit  EIS.  p.  2-57. 
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A,  "no  action",  is  completely  inappropriate  considering  the  rapid  decline  of 
the  tortoise  population  and  the  long-term  threat  to  other  listed  spedes. 
Alternative  B  focuses  on  the  development  and  utilization  of  the  publicly- 
owned  lands  in  the  Resource  Area  without  regard  to  the  protection  of  the 
elements  necessary  for  the  survival  of  the  sensitive,  threatened  and 
endangered  species  that  inhabitat  them. 

[n  conclusion,  we  would  like  to  remind  you  of  the  1988  amendments  to 
the  Endangered  Spedes  Act,  which  order  special  management  of  candidate 
plants  and  spedes  by  aU  Federal  agendes.    The  needs  of  these  candidates 
should  be  addressed  in  all  areas  concerning  threatened  and  endangered 
spedes.    Additionally,  we  do  not  see  a  list  of  sensitive  plant  spedes 
anywhere  in  the  document  for  which  habitat  needs  will  be  identified. 

Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  consideration  of  these  comments.    We 
urge  the  BLM  to  exetdse  fully  its  authority  to  protect  the  pubUc's  tKoun:es 
in  the  Dixie  Resource  Area. 
Sincerely, 


113.1  For  InfoniBtlon  on  the  status  of  the  range  program  \n  the  DUIe 
Resource  Area  refer  to  the  Range  Program  Suimary  avaUable  In  the 
Dixie  Resource  Area  Office. 

113.2  The  14  objectives   listed  in  the  "1988  Management  of  the  Desert 
Tortoise;  A  Rangculde  Plan",  have  been  Incorporated  Into  the  Proposed 
Plan. 

113.3  The  management  categories  for  the  desert  tortoise  are  described  In  the 
Proposed  Plan.  Maps  of  the  category  areas  are  available  for  review  In 
the  Dixie  Resource  Area  Office. 

n3.4(A)Pr1or  to  August  1989.   the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  and  Castle  Cliffs 

Allotments  «re  the  only  allotments  requiring  consultation  under 
Section  7,  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as  amended.     The  allotment 
management  plans  for  these  txo  allotments  address  grazing  management 
and  the  Threatened  desert  tortoise.     Other  allotments  are  currently 
being  evaluated  under  Section  7. 

(B)Utah  Division  of  Hlldllfe  Resources  has  a  study  plot  located  on  the 
Beaver  Dam  Slope.     Evaluation  of  this  plot  In  1987  Indicated  a  decline 
In  the  population  of  the  desert  tortoise  within  that  plot  of 
approximately  50  percent  since  1982.     Caution  must  be  exercised  In  the 
direct  Interpretation  of  this  data,  especially  since  the  plot  has  not 
been  established  long  enough  to  determine  long  term  trend.     Other 
studies  on  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  Indicate  a  decline  In  the  desert 
tortoise  population,  but  these  studies  have  not  been  performed  In  the 
same  location.     Other  areas  of  Hashlngton  County  have  no  trend  data 
available. 

(C)Slnce  the  desert  tortoise  occurs  In  many  habitats.   1t  is  not  possible 
to  predict  whether  or  not  suitable  native  forage,   space  and  cover  were 
available  In  1978.     However,   recent  studies  Indicate  native  forage  Is 
not  a  major  portion  of  the  tortoise  diet.     Space  requirements  are 
currently  being  documented  with  research  at  CUy  Creek.     Tortoises 
appear  to  be  opportunistic  In  their  cover  requirements. 

(D)See  the  Range  Program  Surimary  available  at  the  Dixie  Resource 
Area  Office. 
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Faith  T.  C:ampbell,  Ph.D. 
Johaima  H.  Wald,  Esq. 
Lisa  L.  Dator 


Under  the  Proposed  Plan  only  the  40  acre  tract  which  occurs  on  both 

sides  of  Interstate  15  Is  Identified  for  disposal.  This  tract  was 

inventoried  for  the  Dwarf  bear  poppy,  no  popples  were  found  on  the 
tract. 

Definitions  of  OHV  use  categories  have  been  clarified  In  the  Proposed 
Plan.  The  Limited  designation  In  the  Proposed  Plan  allows  the 
flexibility  to  maintain  the  "limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails" 
area. 


DAVID  SCHMUTZ 
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Friday,  26  Jan 
Cane  Beds, Ariz. 


Oiar  Sirs: 

I  haue  bean  told  that  there  is  going  to  be  aome 
minning  going  on  our  louley  country  aide,   uhile  I  am 
not  appcsed  to  minning  as  it  is  necessary,  I  do  not  like 
the  idea  cF    our  b»«utieful  countryside  being  torn  doun 
and  treas  uith  it.   The  defacing  of  the  mountainsides 
would  sure  be  heart  breaking.   Euery  time  I  come  to 
toun  I  maruel  at  the  beautieful  uieu  and  thank  God  for 
it.   Please  see  that  the  mining  is  dona  under  ground  or 
on  the  flat  so  uo  do  not  haue  to  sea  our  countryside 
mared  as  I  haue  seen  in  many  places  all  ouer  the  uorld. 


Yours  truly  ^ 


BO  W.  DITTMAR 
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Reply  To:   15A0 

Date:   Janu.iry  26,  1990 


Bureau  of  Land  Hanagenent 
ATTN:  David  Brine 
Dixie  Resource  Area 
225  North  Bluff  Street 
St.  George.  ITT  84770 

Dear  Mr.  Brine: 

St-  George  District  Ranger  Ranee  Rollins  and  his  staff  reviewed  the  Draft 
Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  BLH  Dixie 
Resource  Area,  especially  where  coramon  boundaries  are  sh.ired  with  the  Forest, 
and  report  no  connenCs  or  recommendations  on  your  proposed  plan. 

Thank  you  for  giving  us  the  review  opportunity. 

Sincerely, 


HUGff  C.    THOMPSON 
Forest   Supervisor 


Visual  elements  within  the  Virgin  to  Sprlngdale  corridor  that  meet 
scenic  ACEC  manual  standards  have  been  Incorporated  In  the  Canaan 
Mountain  Scenic  ACEC.  These  elements  Include  Smithsonian  Butte, 
Dutton  Pass,  the  Pines  Headwall.  Lower  Mountain  and  the  Eagle  Crags. 
These  are  the  land  forms  most  conspicuous  in  the  Utah  Route  9  Scenic 
Byway  sightseeing  corridor  between  Virgin  and  Sprlngdale.  They  are 
rated  Scenic  Quality  A.  and  represent  Colorado  Plateau  province 
landscapes  not  found  within  Zlon  HP. 

Most  landscapes  In  the  Virgin  to  Sprlngdale  corridor  have  been  placed 
In  the  Canaan  Mountain  scenic  ACEC.  Foreground  landscapes  are 
generally  located  on  private  land  or  do  not  meet  scenic  ACEC  manual 
standards. 
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Dear  Mr  Bnne 

My  ».ommcDU.  on  the  drait  Rcyurcc  Manajjtr 
Area  lullou' 

I  support  alternative  f  as  Ihtr  Kcsl  mandiicmi. 

I  support  [h<r  I'la^v  H  vi^^ual  lexiurce  manaiitt; 
aliernaiive 
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The  power  ci-rnd'tr  through  Beaver  Dam  Wash  should  he  reduced  to  a  »idlh  nn 
greater  than  what  l^  (.urrenttv  ne>.cv^ary    Other  valuev  are  more  imporiani 

I  oppose  <.uni.eS:»ioaairt:  management  ol  Area^  ul  Critical  Ea\  ininmcDlal 
Toncern    The  BLM  must  mainUin  this  responsibilit) 

I  support  ACF-i"  prescnptiuns  *hich  include  HRV  closures  and  Ivilt  mineral 
vilhdravals  fi<r  hard  rock   fluid  and  lun^lructiun  materials  rcKardlvssol  allccted 
acreage  M/e 

The  BLM  must  designate  all  or  the  Beaver  Dam  SInpc  areas  u  huh  are  propuscd  as 
vilderoess  in  HR  IViU  iat.ludiag  ih<:  Bea\<rr  Dam  Wash  Cougar  Canyon  and  K>shua 
Tree  \aiural  \rea  units  as  \rFCs  in  protect  scenu  and  wildlife  resources    I  support 
the  ACEC  designations  the  BLM  has  piopobed  under  allernative  C 

I  support  accjuisiiiun  ol  b^utc  lands  hv  the  BLM  as  proposed  by  alternatjve  >.    In 
addition  the  BLM  must  accjuire  all  of  the  state  land  sections  in  the  Beaver  Dam  SI'ipe 
area  and  the  suie  secljoa  on  the  east  sh<pe  of  Black  Ridge    I  oppose  disposal  of  any 
BLM  land  vithm  the  Resource  Area 

The  BLM  must  vithdrav  the  Beaver  Dam  Sl^p-f  .irea  from  mineral  entry  fnjm  the 
tup  of  the  Beaver  Dam  Mountains  acruss  the  EWaver  Dam  Wash  area  and  down  to  the 
An2ona  and  Nevada  borders 

I  support  the  designation  of  no  surface  occupancv  regulation  to  npanan  areas 
The  BLM  however  must  designate  these  as  ACECs  for  greater  proiectiun  of 
archeological  and  natural  values    The  npanan  areas  must  be  withdrawn  frnm  all 
mineral  entry  including  hard  ruck  fluid  and  construction  materials 
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RESPONSE 

120.1      See  Response  64.1. 
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Enclosed  ae  the  Utah  Wllte  ness  Aisotial ion's  ( UWA)  commenls  on  the  Ouie  Resource  n»agemenl 
Plan  Fir?t,  I  apprwijtolhf  lime  and  effort  you.  Ron  Montogno  and  OeveEverel' t«*  to  meet  incir 
off  ice  and  discuss  this  issue  Ihat  meeting  clarifiadmanv  concerns 

»s 'he draft  Ri-iP  notes,  inis  Pesourre  *ree  isnneot  tnemosi  (jtver-*  anvwrtere  ii  i<;j)i  inerros^rriaoc 
of  three  major  Dhvslugracnic  oro¥inces--lhe Great  Basin.  Colorado  Plateau  arO  Molove/Sunorari 
Desert  Thus,  the  diversi^-  and  natural  value?  found  here  are  unique  and  well  documented  in  the  draft 
RMP  EIS 

The  draft  Dixie  PMP  with  iht>  prnpnsed  slier  native  f  i«  nne  <if  the  better  resource  plan?  we  have  •seen 
Hlowever  one  recsnt  lacloi  -- the  severe  decline  ol  (he dasert  tortoise  oooulalion  due  loaressiratoi  v 
disease  and  the  ;.ut>sequenl  proposal  (or  endgngered  status,  which  we  fully  support-  -meds  to  he 
adrenea  in  tne  i inal  RflP  6o>ne  of  the  assumptiom  in  the  RMP  neea  to  he  reveiweo  in  light  of  thi<. 
new  Informal  km 

Nevertheless  the  Basic  direction  oi  the  manaoemeni  standards  is  positive  The  manapemeni  prr<iossd 
(or  thesepricetesnatural  resources  isgenerall,  adequate  We  do  have  some  specific  suggestions  on 
improving  the  RMP  and  our  commept«  are  directed  at  ihe?e  suggest  ions 

We  look  forward  loyour  response  Thank;  ver,  much 


<i  US  Fich  and  Wildife  Service 

w*5ninginn(  ni(nlv(>fnmi9<:ii 
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IMM0E/RIPAI)IAM/WATERSH» 

Amaior  conoern  wehove  wilhtheRtIP  Itself  Is  the  wn>  the  range  rtaurce  has  Peenadkessed  Tl« 
PMP  a*iptea  the  ten  veer  old ♦*«  0«t««r««iiff« end  subaequent  RPS  decisions  and 
recommendations  BeaynatthaenttntirMtrtMaiiMUicrettlneiwMKcenMrBwar  rai^efri 
riparmmmineni  IhasXHNimiMiiWMrwmM 

The  Hot  Desert  ElSoPlectlves  have  vet  to  have  been  mat  ten  years  after  completion  Theprocosed 
decision  m  the  grazing  EiS  lor  the  Resource  »ree  was  aooui  2 1 ,000  *UMs  ot  livestock  forage  ret  the 
cur  rent  situation  Is  unchanged  o\er  ten  years  The  amount  of  AUMs  available  for  use  remains  around 
28 ,000  AUhsi  Dixie  Resource  Area  RP5  table  I  i.  though  actual  use  has  been  lower  th«i  the2S.0u0 
AUM  figure  Why  hwen'i  the  allotment  management  plans  and  decisions  completw  «lnce  1 979 
implemented  the  proposed  Ktion  In  the  Grazing  EIS?  Also,  why  hww't  the  thrwalMinants  propoM 
for  closure  in  the  EIS  bean  cloaeir' 

The  draft  RMP  states  the  past  8  years  have  beeri  above  normal  for  precipitation  «id  acutal  use  exceeded 
ine  grazing  £l^  rectmrnenoetion  by  about  2.000  AUMs  annually  Inis  m»ve»piein  wnv  ine  pnp  slates 
range  condition  has  Improved  Yet.  in  this  same  time  frame,  the  deserl  tortoise  has  become 
incTeesinglv  rare  and  little  if  any  aooarent  increase  in  native  berennial  grasses  (lor  exanolo 
Muhlenberoia  porter  1 1  upon  which  Ihe  (fyri  tortoise  depends  for  its  late  summer  forage,  has 
uccur  I  ed  Have  native  perennial  grasses  increased  as  a  percantags  ol  forage  on  the  Bea>er  Dam  Slope 
Allotment  which  shows  en  upward  trend  in  the  RPS>  n  so  tvhnwmuch' 

Alsu.  Ihe  utilization  standards  In  Ihe  1 966  RPS  is  too  high  M«iv  allotmerits  have  slwidards  of  70X 
which  IS  higher  than  the  SO*  maximum  rule  of  thumb  '  NOTE  the  RPS  does  nnt  inoicet"  it  iho<e 
utilization  standards  are  high  because  the,  represent  pastures  In  a  resl-rolation  s,:tem  where  tr« 
average  would  only  be  SOU  i 

We  question  the  cui  rent  allotment  categorization  Far  too  man,  allotrrieritSMith  critical  resources  are 
placed  m  the  'l :"  i  custodial  i  category  for  example  allotments  next  in  Zion  National  Park  i  Wmt  Oiwfi 
Creek),  allotment:  in  important  winter  range',  Pinture  Seeding)  and  allotments  w;th  critical  habitat 
inside  (VSAs  i Cougar  Cariyorijareall  category  C  In  all,  nearly  20  ollotments.  each  with  at  tniniK.ur..  a 
lew  ino'is^no  acres  or  public  teno.erecios^itieflascategprvr'  Tnaiougni  inpertienqpo 


Rioai  iaiiai8«>  are  of  critical  imooitaiiceun  BLM  manaoedoublic  lands  as  eviajucedbv  irtemceni 
public  concern,  a  '?<,0  report  critical  ni  agenr/  management  and  recent  national  and  state  riparian 
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pnhrv  ^ince  the  national  r  iparianpo'">'pn<t-oaiestne  grazing  Hspv«everaiveere,ripariar' 
management  should  Include  umbrella  management  staidards  and  gaal;  State  polic,  require;  r  ipar  ij.-, 
ullizatiori  slaKB  ds  for  example  reouir  ingAI  IPs  loeslaDlish  r  loar  lan  utnizaliun  >ian(BO»  isuue 
such  approach  Pa'ir  guiSance  on  utilization  standards  as  per  condition  and  stream  classification  '  le 
25X  for  poor  cxmdition  areas)  should  also  be  considered 

Management  standards  that  prohibit  surface  occupanc/  for  oil  and  gat  development  and  mineral 
location  ir«uld  he  adopts)  'X'k  i  et^nt  ri,ineral  inter esl  in  ihe  i«t  For  i,  ol  oeaver  uan.  .Vtot, 

I  OplQetn^ei  ma*e«  --ipaf  ,9p  goo  water  prntertion  paramrxiti   Trie  reoommenOaim"  in  inePt^P  inei  irii 

West  Fork  ol  Eeaver  Cam  Wash  be  granted  state  anti-degradation  status  i-iould  be  e,>ter,ded  to  all 
slreems  and  r  ipar  lan  areas  in  the  Resoui  ce  Ai  eo 


v*"  are  ^ncerned  that  NiO  stipulations  cou'd.  m  me  luture.  grant  some  sunace orcupenrv  because 
once  a  lease  isixued.  it  carries  inherent  rights  of  de\'elopment  Since  the  resource  area  has  a  Ioa 
potential  lor  oil  anduas  ^uch  a  recommendation  shoulo  cause  rKjcuncem  lur  ninietai  intei  ests 

Finally,  we  recommerid  that  no  lease  stipuMtons  be  granted  to  some  additional  areas  The  Little  Creek 
Mountain  arcnaeoloqcial  aC£C  the  Couqer  i.anvon  WSa  and  the  rest  oi  the  west  Slope  ol  the  Beaver 

Pam  Mountains  The  Cougar  C^-on  area  is  a  unique  backcountr/  region  poscecsmg  important  nparton 
values  Tta  entire  area  should  be  closed  to  leasing 

Locatable  Minerals 


The  Virgin  River  shtwio  bestudledandre-lnventorled  for  eligibility  asawildandscenlcrlver  We 
leel  the  Perk  Service  determination  ot  non-ellglblll^  in  19(io  is  inrarect 


The  recommendation  lor  a  withdrawal  on  Ihe  Beaver  Dam  Slope  ACEC  is  very  positive  It  is  needed  to 
protect  the  endangered  desert  tortoise. 


Finally,  we  concur  with  the  direction  in  thedrari  RMP  alternative  C  which  would  rut  sell  or  trade 
riparian  areas  Ine  pub  he  ano  natural  values  ot  this  resource  need  public  owner<nip 


We  recommend  that  additional  areas  be  proposed  tor  withclrewal  The  rest  of  the  Beff.-er  Dam  slope 
wnicli  IS  tortoise  habitat  should  be  withdrawn  as  should  al  I  r  ipar  lan  areas  and  WSAs  Trc  deser  t 
tortoiae  ACEC  in  City  Creek  should  be  withdrawn  That  population  m*/ be  tneoniv  one  m  theMnj^e 
Desert  which  is  free  of  the  fatal  respiratory  disease  Three  endangered  plant  species  ACECs  should  be 
withdrawn  as  should  cultural  sites  i  see  also  RANCE/RIPARIAN/WATERSHED  sectioni 


The  slipulei  ions  and  colegories  tor  mineral  leasing  end  location  are  very  positive  as  they  provide 
protection  for  most  of  the  critical  areas  and  resources  We  do  har/e  a  few  specific  suggestions  aid 


First. theE15notes(pagel46)that  the  Beaver  Dam  slope  ACECwouldt)elncotegBrv4  However, the 
map(page  MTjandlhedasaipllonlpage  l49)indlcatK  it  would  be  no  surface  occupanc/(HSO) 
leasing  CouMW)  please  clrifr  (Ms  pamt^ 


Theon-the-grourid  situation  in  the  Dixie  RMP  points  to  the  need  to  revise  BLM's  mining  regulations 
Requiring  plans  oi  operations  only  on  areas  greater  than  5  acres  disturbance  con  cause  ser  lous  impacts 
to  sensitive  resources  The  increasing  Interest  in  mineral  development .  evidenced  by  Goldstrike's 
development  and  Ihe  interest  in  searching  fpr  platinum  on  the  edge  of  the  Canaeri  Mountain  WSA.  are 
strong  inidcators  that  the  regulations  must  be  chengeo  to  meet  any  oalanceo  multiple-use  te^t 
Currently,  minerals  occupy  a  dominant  position  on  the  public  lands 


OltV  MANMCnCNT 


Also,  we  are  uncertain  as  to  the  stipulations  for  the  area  west  of  the  Cottonwood  C«iyori  WSA--Blei* 
*il«.l>tvOei(iandlweRI<flB  Couloyou  please  clarih,/ as  the  map  is  ditticuli  to  reed  we  propose 
m)mmttt  tM«llr«c(iunko(lanl(arvlsuel.re(reatlonandwlkttfa(tdrtol3e)hatittalprol*etion 

Thett-aft  RflP  Indicates  (pages  24  -  26)  thet  the  potential  for  oil  and  ges  is  quite  low  In  the  Resource 
Vei  Given  that  fact,  we  susBKlum  no- leettsUBul^ioos  tie  considered  in  lieu  of  of  two  stlpuWIons. 


The  recommendotlons  for  OftV  management  In  alternative  C  areamellent  They  protect  e 
plant,  animal  species  as  well  as  riparian  areas  and  backcountry  recreation  arae  Please  keep  us 
informed  es  the  irff/el  planning  process  continues  Wewoulosuggesi  acoupleoi  minor  changes  First, 
limit  vettlclM  on  the  Little  Greet  nountsln  ACEC  to  deslgated  routes  to  prevent  ifenagi  to  the  cultural 
raaources  Studies  show  that  motorized  access  is  perhaps  the  maior  lector  in  determining  whether 
archaeological  sites  are  vendellzed 
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fhin(]wini.irin^hio(pffia  during  critical  times. 


RECXEATION/VISUM.  RESOURCE  HANASCnENT 

nwFMMinimlillKi  lor  ast«ilshinaSKru&ca«MiA.With  the  increase  in  population  in  Ihisree 
providing  opportunities  for  recreation,  particular  ly  dispersed  and  primitive  types  ot  recreation, 
could  greatly  Increase 

Th»racaiuiiandetlons  for  visual  resourn  management  are  also  quite  good  We  suggest ^thiUUWM 

CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

Cultural  resources  are  one  of  the  most  important  values  In  the  Resource  Area  '.'nfortunately.  the  RMP 
Indicates  every  sue  has  been  vandalized  to  some  degree  ( page  47)  and  Information  has  been  lost  The 
PMP  IS  not  entirely  clear  on  now  BLM  plans  to  protect  cultural  resources  in  the  fulure  from 
vandalism  or  whether  mone^  fx  l»  enforcement,  education,  research,  excavation  and  interpretation 
will  be  available  above  end  Oevond  current  funding  levels 


Bijnrn  sneep  are  an  extremely  sensitive  and  nign  interest  species  l>-e  must  oe  tanen  to  ensure  tneir 
survival  ThelM»atatM«r<MkMtUalMi)teeiwar««nalNneMI*l*aliai»tiiar«iMa*t«MK 

UVHiiJtW  When  illilMMli  I »Mii  mwttrnntim.  tli*/ «ould not t* rMaod because 

caltto,  no)  tiBt  donteetlc  sheep,  can  aho  neotivety  affect  bighorn  sheep,  Uieu^  impacts  are  usually 
less,  ( see  The  Desert  BIJiorn  llsLlfe  History.  Ecoloov  and  Manaoemenl.  Monson  and  Sumner ,  1 980 
pages 207-  213) 

The  RHP STBuWats  anoVzB Canaan  flount»ln  (ar  r«Mlr«lucUiin.  Bl*om  tma.  reintroduced  in  Zlon 
National  Par* .  are  known  to  use  the  area  and  it  mir/  mane  a  line  potential  reiniroduciion  site  as  much 
suitable  habltat--over  1 00.000  contiguous  roadless  xres  In  :ion  National  Park.  Canaan  Mountain 
W5A  and  Parunuweap  WSA--  Is  available  Caution  must  be  used  in  reintroducing  biohorns  to  ensure 
that  enough  wild  habitat  Is  available  to  support  a  viable  population 


Furthermore,  the  RMP  Is  not  clear  09  to  exactly  h(M  properties  will  be  added  to  the  National  Register 
Will  recommendation  be  made  in  ACEC  plans > 


Lastly ,  we  suggest  that  all  surface  disturbing  acltlvllee  b*  prohibited  from  ImocrtBht  cultural 
resourtxereK  The  ACEC  on  Little Oeek  Mountain  needs  mineral  iees**  stipulations  and  mineral 
location  prohibitions  which  would  prevent  surfac«  disturbing  actlvites  All  cultural  resource  ACtCs 
need  strong  mineral.  9-a?ing  and  vehicle  regulations 


WIIDUFE 

The  wildlife  recommendations  are  generally  quite  positive  They  provide  for  additional  wildife  forage, 
protection  01  haoitei  fomdisturDanceano  small  water  developments  lor  game  species  Nevprinele«is, 
the  RMP  needs  to  reconsider  the  new  Information  on  the  endangered  desert  tortoise  and  make 
aoorooor  late  dscisions  consistent  with  the  Endangered  Species  Act  The  RnP  also  McLs  much 
information  or  analysis  on  predators  and  non-game  specns,  with  the  except  Ion  of  T  »  E  species  High 
interest  predaUrs  m  the  Resource  Area  i  nc  I  ude  cougar ,  kit  fox.  badgers  and  a  host  of  raptors  This 
oversile  should  corrected  in  the  final  RMP 
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121.1  The  desert  tortoise  has  been  addressed  In  the  Proposed  Plan. 

121.2  Pintura,  Pace  Knoll  and  LaVerkIn  Creek  were  the  three  allotments 
proposed  for  closure.  Pace  ICnoll  was  closed.  LaVerkIn  Creek  was 
closed,  however,  a  trail  permit  was  granted  by  decision  (to  trail  to 
and  from  tColob).  Pintura  has  not  been  closed. 

121.3  Overall,  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  Allotment  shows  an  upward  trend  on  two 
pastures  and  no  change  on  one  pasture.  Since  the  desert  Is  slow  to 
show  major  changes,  the  need  for  continued  monitoring  exists  to 
determine  longterm  trend.  Additional  studies  were  Implemented  In  1986 
to  monitor  and  evaluate  the  progress  of  bush  muhley. 

121.4  "C"  category  does  not  mean  these  acres  are  overlooked  or  not  managed. 
Many  of  these  areas  have  allotment  management  plans  and  all  have 
permanent  monitoring  studies. 

121.5  See  Response  34.2. 

121.6  Anti-degradation  status  Is  determined  by  the  State  of  Utah. 

121.7  The  Draft  RMP  determined  that  the  1.5  mile  segment  of  the  Virgin  River 
In  the  Beaver  Dam  Mountains  HUderness  Is  eligible  and  possesses 
outstandingly  remarkable  scenic,  geologic,   fisheries  and  wildlife 
values.     The  determination  Is  In  concert  with  the  eligibility 
determination  In  the  1989  Draft  Arizona  Strip  District  RMP  which  found 
the  river  within  the  Virgin  River  Gorge  from  the  Utah  State  line  to 
the  first  1-15  bridge  to  be  eligible  (refer  to  Response  93.16). 

121.8  See  Response  101.6. 

121.9  See  Response  84.3. 

121.10  See  Response  52.2. 


n\^^      UTAH  STATEWIDE  ARCHflEOLOGICAL  SOCIETY 
t^JJ  Jennifer  Jack  -  Dixie  Chapter 

fY^     P.O.  Box  1865  St.   George.  Utah  8417?* 


rbveraber  15,  1989 


Re:  Cooperacive  Agreenenc  Wlch 
PLM  On  Ivins  Und  Hill  Prop^rt^ 


Mr.  Gordon  R.  St^cer, 
Dtscrict  ^fanager. 
Bureau  of  Land  'laragenent , 
Cedar  City  Discrict  Office, 
176  East  DL  Sargent  Drive, 
Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 

Good  Morning  .  -  ■ 

\Je  are  one  of  nine  Chapters  of  the  Utah  Statewide  Archaeological 
Society  ''USAS) ,  incorporated  under  Utah  State  Law  as  a  non-profit 
organization  in  1972.  We  are  directly  associated  with  the  Utah  Division 
of  State  History  and  the  Utah  State  Archaeologist  in  the  State  Historic 
Preservation  Office  (SHPO) .  Ue  also  cooperate  with  the  Utah  Professional 
Archaeologists  Council  (UPAC)  and  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Mangement  in 
both  Utah  and  .Arizona . 

Our  Purposes  as  defined  in  the  Articles  of  Incorporation  are  fl)  to 
pronote  popular  interest  and  education  in  Archaeology  and  Anthropology 
and  other  related  subjects,  and  to  sponsor  and  provide  njeans  of  corre- 
lating the  work  and  efforts  of  all  persons  interested  therein;  (2)  to 
sponsor  and  encourage  the  formation  and  development  of  Chapters  in  the 
State  of  Utah,  and  by  and  through  such  means  to  preserve  and  protect  the 
prehistorical  heritage  of  Utah  for  the  mutual  benefit  and  enjoyment  of 
all;  and  (3)  to  encourage  the  establishment  of  local  niiseums. 

Some  of  our  members  have  progressed  well  through  the  Utah  Avoca- 
tional  Archaeologist  Certification  Program.  Ma'iy  of  our  members  have 
actively  participated  in  supervised  excavations  at  Colorado  City,  Little 
Creek  Mountain,  Kanab  Pueblo,  Gunlock  South,  and  tw3  sites  near  Logan- 
dale,  Nevada,  both  currently  in  progress. 

For  several  years  this  Chapter  has  been  discussing  the  feasability 
of  establishing  a  Native  American  Indian  Museum  in  the  St.  George  vicin- 
ity. This  project,  coupled  with  a  proposed  Archaeological  Research 
Center  and  Curation  facility  wxild  be  of  both  scientific  and  economic 
ijT^xjrtance  to  the  area,  and  long-range  plana  call  for  its  development. 

We  are,  therefore,  formally  requesting  a  Cooperative  Agreement  with 
che  Bureau  of  Land  Management  on  the  property  described  as  Ivins  Land 
Hill  in  the  (Draft)  Wxie  Resource  Management  Plan  &  Errvironraental  Impact 
Statement  1989.  This  area  is  located  south  of  Old  Hl^iway  91  approximately 
.7  mile  west  of  the  Ivins  tumoff.  The  property  encompasses  numerous 
partially- vandalized  as  «ell  as  pristine  prehistoric  archaeological 
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sices  and  a  large  number  of  well-preserved  petroglyph  panels. 

These  culCural  sites  should  remain  in  the  Public  Domain  and  should 
be  protected  £rora  further  vandalism  and  connercial  development.  We  propose, 
therefore: 

1.  to  provide  frequent  mcmitoring  of  the  sites  by  volunteer 
stevards  from  this  Chapter, 

2.  to  provide  survey  and  excavation  assistance  as  required  by 
and  under  the  supervision  of  Gardiner  F.  Dalley,  BUM  Archae- 
ologist. Cedar  City  District, 

3.  to  provide  stabilization  and  reconstruction  assistance  to 
preserve  these  sites  as  required  by  and  under  the  super- 
vision of  Gardiner  F.  Dalley,  BLM  Archaeologist,  Cedar 

City  District, 

^.  inplementation  of  these  objectives  through  a  long-term 
Cooperative  Agreement  to  be  coordinated  with  other  public 
agencies  and  leading  to  Che  proposed  construction  of  a 
Archaeological  Research  Center,  Curation  Facility,  and 
Native  American  Indian  Museui. 

We  earnestly  requesc  Che  assistance  of  the  Bureau  of  L^nd  Management 
at  Che  earliest  possible  date  in  completing  the  necessary  paperwork  to 
pursue  these  objectives  which  we  deem  to  be  ofgreat  and  urgent  importance. 
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UTAH   STATEWIDE  ARCHAEOLOGICAL   SOCIETY 
Jennifer  Jack  -  Dixie  Chapter 
/7*XS^     P.O.  Box  1865  SI.   George.   UUl^ASWiifc) 


January  21,   1990 


mRESONENB 

JAN2-^-193u 

9tA|U|Bil|2|8|''.^ 


Re:  Cooperative  flanagenenC 
Agreement  With  b£m  On  Ivins 
Land  Hill    (Addendum) 


^^ 


Robert  B,    (Bob)  Kchl ,  President. 

Jennifer  Jack-Dixie  Chapter, 

Utah  Statewide  Archaeological  Society 


RESPONSE 

122,1   See  Response  13.2. 
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determined  size  and  now  covered  with  a  sandy /gravelly  alluvium.  Properly 
fenced,  interpretive-signed,  and  monitored  by  Chapter  volunteers,  this 
feafjre  could  also  be  of  considerable  educational  ijiiportance  in  relating 
the  age  before  mountain-building  orogeny  when  the  vast  expanse  was 
covered  by  water. 

During  the  Utah  Statewide  Archaeological  Society  annual  convention 
hosted  in  St.  George  by  this  Chapter  in  June  1989  we  conducted  guided 
tours  of  a  number  of  archaeological  sices  in  the  St.  George  area  in- 
cluding the  Land  Hill  sites.  A  caravan  of  U  cars  stopped  at  hilltop 
so  this  writer  as  leader  could  advise  the  tour  to  stay  on  trail  to 
avoid  disturbing  prehistoric  Indian  sites . 

As  the  writer  walked  along  the  caravan,  two  Desert  Tortoises  were 
encountered.  Carefully  picking  up  one  of  them,  this  writer  showed  the 
tortoise  at  each  car,  providing  general  biological  information,  sexual 
deterFiination,  and  a  warning  about  handling  these  endangered  creatures, 
ftost  of  the  viewers  were  from  upstate  locations  and  were  excited  at 
their  first  sight  of  a  Desert  Tortoise  in  the  wild. 

It  is  not  known  whether  or  not  these  two  speciinens  were  isolates 
or  whether  the  area  is  a  tortoise  range.  A  field  survey  with  a  BLM 
herpetolcgist  and  Chapter  volunteers  in  warmer  months  of  1990  may  be 
more  infomative. 

Additionally,  the  area  appears  to  have  an  unusually  high  popula- 
tion of  both  adult  and  very  young  Desert  Homed  Lizards  (Phrynosoma 
platyrhinost . 

Most ,  if  not  all ,  of  the  visible  prehistoric  Indian  site  evidence 
has  been  recorded  by  Gardiner  Dalley,  BUi  archaeologist.  Cedar  City 
District.  Since  the  last  survey  more  evidence  may  have  been  revealed 
by  the  characteristic  strong  winds  in  the  area.  Superposition  of 
visible  sites  over  earlier  cult\ires  are  a  distinct  possibility  inasmuch 
as  the  hill  is  such  a  perfect  location  for  nomadic  or  village  life. 

The  site  elevation  provides  excellent  visibility  in  all  directions 
for  many  miles;  the  elevation  allows  for  cooling  winds  and  dispersal 
of  nuisance  insects;  slab  sandstone  is  readily  available  for  building 
purposes  and  ground  stone  tools;  the  floodplain  below  provides  farming 
land;  the  perennial  river  provides  water  and  clay  for  building  and 
ceramics;  and  foliated  tributary  washes  must  have  provided  game  habitat 
for  hunting.  The  abundance  of  petroglyphs  of  varying  styles  indicate  a 
long  period  of  use  by  many  cultures. 

An  electric  transmission  corridor  is  located  a  mile  to  the  north 
and  the  Land  Hill  itself  appears  to  be  i/npractical  for  any  future  water 
or  electric  corridors.  Thus  the  site  may  remain  in  scenic  value  with 
the  Beaver  Dam  Mountains  to  the  west,  the  Red  Mountain  to  the  east,  and 
the  Virgin  Mountains  to  the  south. 

The  City  of  Ivins  borders  on  the  site.  It  is  the  fastest  growing 


^"■4^ 


Mr.  Gordon  R.  Staker, 
District  Manager, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management , 
Cedar  City  District  Office, 
176  East  DL  Sargent  Drive, 
Cedar  City,  Utah  84720 

Good  Morning  .  .  . 

This  letter  is  forwarded  as  a  supplement  to  our  original  request 
dated  ttovember  15,  1989. 

In  the  inCerun  we  have  conducCed  anocher  field  survey  of  this  area 
which  indicates  Chat  it  meets  the  criteria  for  an  Area  of  Critical 
Environiaental  Concern  (ACEC)  and  Alternative  C  (Preferred)  status  as 
defined  in  the  Dixie  Resource  Management  Plan  &<  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  fDrafc) .  It  is  our  considered  opinion  that  this  land  area 
should  be  retained  in  Che  public  domain. 

In  cotttpany  with  Mr.  C.  Don  Snow,  retired  geologist  residing  in 
Padre  Canyon,  Ivins,  and  Mr.  Rick  ftalcomson,  BLM  archaeologist  of  St. 
George,  Che  writer  viewed  a  series  of  five  dinosaur  tracks  on  Land  Hill 
which  were  discovered  by  Mr.  Snow.  The  tracks  are  impressed  in  a  topping 
of  Shinarunp  Conglomerate,  are  typically  three-toed,  and  measure  ap- 
proxiinacely  23  cm.  frofn  Cip  of  toe  to  heel. 

The  tracks  are  best  viewed  in  lace  afternoon  crosslighting  but  are 
pristine.  More  important,  an  immediately  adjacent  slab  of  the  same  for- 
mation and  in  line  with  Che  exoosed  tracks  is  now  covered  by  a  sandy/ 
gravelly  alluvium  which  we  believe  will  reveal  more  and  better  defined 
prints  once  this  shallow  overburden  is  removed.  Properly  fenced,  in- 
terpretive-signed, and  monitored  by  Chapter  volunteers,  this  site  could 
be  of  considerable  educational  and  recreational  iKtportance.  It  should 
be  noted  that  five  Chapcer  member  families  now  reside  ir  Kayenta  or 
Ivins,  and  wichin  view  of  the  Land  Hill  area. 

A  quarcer-mile  distant  from  the  Cracks,  a  slab  of  Oscillation  or 
Ripple  Rock  is  located  on  Cop  of  a  Lower  Chinle  Formation.  This  remnant 
of  an  Upper  Triassic  period  shallow  lakebed  high  above  the  present 
SanCa  Clara  River  floodplain  has  been  ruthlessly  vandalized  since  the 
writer  first  observed  the  site  abouC  four  years  ago.  Three  sizeable 
porcions  of  Che  original  slab  have  been  removed  by  obvious  chiseling. 

Contiguous  with  the  vandalized  slab  is  more  of  the  same  of  un- 
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connunity  in  Utah,  percentage-wise,  having  more  than  doubled  in  popula- 
tion in  the  last  ten  years.  A  bedroota  comnuniCy,  ic  is  looking  for  means 
to  capitalize  on  tourisC  craffic  which  now  flows  rather  quickly  chroiigh 
Snow  Canyon  State  Park  and  through  Ivins.  By  Che  time  of  the  next  EIS 
on  the  Land  Hill  sice  Ivins  may  be  in  a  posicion  Co  seek  acquisition 
of  the  site  and  development  as  a  Cicy  Park.  The  possibilicy  has  been 
discussed  by  some  members  of  the  City  Council,  and  this  presents  another 
reason  for  retention  in  the  public  domain. 

We  do  not  seek  title  to  the  land.  VJe  propose  to  monitor  the  sites 
against  further  vandalism,  to  provide  volunteer  labor  to  survey,  test, 
excavate,  stabilize  or  reconstruct  prehistoric  features.  As  funds  may  be 
available  we  suggest  Che  need  for  inproved  fencing  and  gating,  unproved 
roadway  and  parking  area  away  from  the  features ,  and  a  walking  trail 
to  the  many  features  with  handicap  accessability  where  practical. 

We  again  request  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Managerient ,  Cedar  City 
District,  enter  into  a  Cooperative  Management  Agreement  with  this  Chapter 


to  preserve ,  iirrprove  and  maintain  Che  Land  H: 


Gardiner  Dalley 
Rick  Malcomson 
C.  Don  Snow 
Kevin  T.  Jones 


ite  in  the  public  domain. 


jV6^ 

(BbbTTCohl,  President, 
Jennifer  Jack-Dixie  Chapter,  USAS 

Home  Address :  470  East  Center  St . , 
Ivins,  Utah  84738 

Home  Tel:  801-628-3517 


The  Land  Hill   area  Is  proposed  as  a  cultural  ACEC. 
See  Response  13.2. 


CHAPTER  3 
REVISIONS  AND  CORRECTIONS  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


This  section  contains  the  revisions  and  corrections  made  to  the  Draft 
Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS) 
that  were  not  incorporated  into  the  Proposed  Plan.  All  page  numbers 
listed  below  refer  to  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  and  are  in  numerical  order. 

Page  8,  paragraph  4  change  to: 

Combined  hydrocarbon  leasing,  oil  shale  and  tar  sands  will  not 
be  addressed  in  this  RMP  because  economic  deposits  of  these 
resources  are  not  known  to  be  present  in  the  resource  area. 

Page  13,  paragraph  6,  sentence  1,  change  to: 

Gypsum  derived  soils  occurring  on  fans  and  rolling  and  broken 
lands  are  generally  stable  due  to  cryptogamic  cover  approaching 
70  percent  with  sediment  yields  of  one  acre  foot/square/year. 

Page  25,  paragraph  5,  change  to: 

Geothermal :  There  are  two  high  temperature  heat  source  areas 
within  the  Dixie  Resource  Area.  These  are  Veyo  Hot  Springs 
located  northeast  of  the  Town  of  Veyo,  and  LaVerkin  Hot  Springs 
(Pah  Tempe)  in  the  Town  of  LaVerkin.  The  temperatures  of  these 
hot  springs  vary  from  69  to  189°F.  (Mundorf  1970)  and  are 
believed  to  derive  their  heat  from  volcanic  flows  in  the  area. 
In  addition  to  the  known  thermal  areas  of  Pah  Tempe  and  Veyo 
Hot  Spring  an  area  north  of  Washington  and  St.  George  is 
believed  to  have  possible  low-temperature  geothermal  potential. 
This  area  is  distinguished  on  the  basis  of  both  anomalous 
surface  and  calculated  geothermometer  temperatures.  Further 
work  is  needed,  however,  to  define  the  resource  sufficiently  to 
develop  a  mappable  unit  (Utah  Department  of  Natural  Resources 
Special  Studies  67,  1986). 

Page  34,  paragraph  7,  change  to: 

At  the  request  of  the  Dixie  Resources  Area  Office,  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  (Reclamation)  forwarded  a  memorandum  on  April 
12,  1986,  to  the  State  Director,  Utah  State  Office,  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (BLM),  requesting  that  Reclamation's  withdrawal 
review  be  amended  to  delete  from  listing  of  lands  identified 
for  retention  under  the  existing  withdrawal,  lots  1  and  4  of 
section  3,  T.  41  S.,  R.  14  W.,  SLM,  Utah,  containing  89.75 
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acres  in  Washington  County,  Utah.  The  City  of  St.  George  (City) 
requested  right-of-way  on  these  lands  for  the  Quail  Creek  Water 
Treatment  Project.  BLM  granted  the  City  right-of-way  under  R/W  Grant 
U-60051 .  On  April  10,  1989,  Reclamation  requested  the  relinquishment 
of  the  remaining  1,296.25  acres  of  lands  withdrawn  for  LaVerkin  Springs 
Unit,  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Project,  Utah,  indicating 
in  the  memorandum  that  this  acreage  was  no  longer  required  for  project 
purposes.  Therefore,  the  entire  acreage  of  approximately  1,386  acres 
has  been  identified  for  relinquishment. 

Page  52,  Table  2-5,  "Management  Category",  footnote,  change  to: 

m=  maintain 

Page  54,  Table  2-6,  paragraph  7,  change  to: 

Improve  habitat  for  nongame  species  by  planting  cottonwood  and 
willow  on  approximately  40  acres  adjacent  to  the  Virgin  River 
to  increase  diversity  of  canopy- forming  vegetation. 

Page  63,  add  between  paragraphs  7  and  8  the  following: 

The  original  social  structure  of  the  region  was  established  by 
Native  Americans.  Paiute  tribal  values  and  culture  continue  to 
influence  the  local  social  structure. 

Page  146,  delete  item  K. 

Page  149,  paragraph  3,  change  to: 

1.  Continue  current  management  as  described  on  page  93 
including  approximately  8,000  acres  segregated  from  mineral 
location,  and  2,635  acres  within  the  Beaver  Dam  Wilderness  area 
that  are  not  available  for  mineral  location.  A  mineral 
withdrawal  will  also  be  initiated  on  26,960  within  the  Beaver 
Dam  Slope  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC)  for 
protection  of  the  desert  tortoise. 

A  total  of  37,595  acres  would  be  unavailable  for 
mineral  location.  Other  surface  management 
restrictions  requiring  plans  of  operation  under  3809 
regulations  will  be  in  effect  on  120,300  acres. 
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CHAPTER  4 


PROPOSED  DIXIE 
RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


This  chapter  identifies  management  prescriptions  for  each  resource 
management  program  in  the  Dixie  Resource  Area  (DRA).  Maps  displaying 
these  decisions  can  be  found  in  the  appendix  and  in  the  map  pocket. 
Certain  programs  may  require  further  planning  (activity  planning)  to 
develop  specific  details  and  facilitate  program  implementation. 

The  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  would  establish  the 
management  for  public  lands  within  the  Dixie  Resource  Area  until  such 
time  as  a  new  Proposed  Plan  (RMP)  is  prepared  or  the  RMP  is  revised. 
The  decisions  in  the  Proposed  Plan  assume  that  the  wilderness  study 
areas  (WSAs)  would  be  released  by  Congress.  Pending  such  action,  the 
WSAs  would  continue  to  be  managed  under  the  interim  management  policy. 


FLUID  MINERALS  MANAGEMENT 

General  Management  Guidance 

The  public  domain  lands  within  the  resource  area  would  be  managed  as 
open  or  closed  to  leasing  commensurate  with  other  management  needs 
prescribed  in  the  RMP.  Exceptions  are  lands  not  subject  to  lease  as 
identified  in  43  CFR  subpart  31C0.0-3  (a)  (2)  and  public  law  98-406. 
Open  areas  would  be  categorized  as:  (1)  open  subject  to  standard  terms 
and  conditions;  (2)  open  subject  to  seasonal  or  other  minor 
constraints;  (3)  open  with  no  surface  occupancy  (NSO). 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  would  not  have  authority  in  split 
estate  situations  to  regulate  how  a  surface  owner  manages  the  surface 
resources.  The  BLM  would  have  authority  to  take  reasonable  measures  to 
avoid  or  minimize  adverse  environmental  impacts  that  may  result  from 
federally  authorized  mineral  lease  activities. 

In  the  Dixie  Resource  Area,  there  are  known  surface  resource  values  of 
high  public  importance.  The  protection  of  these  resources  would  be 
given  preference  over  fluid  mineral  exploration  because  the  probability 
of  discovery  of  an  economically  important  oil,  gas  or  geothermal 
resource  in  Washington  County  is  extremely  remote.  Therefore, 
management  would  give  attention  to  keeping  areas  with  medium  and  high 
potential  for  fluid  minerals  open  for  exploration  with  the  least 
restrictions  while  maintaining  other  resource  values. 
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Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  The  following  fluid  minerals  leasing  categories  would  be 
implemented: 

Category  1  -  Open;  336,562  acres 

Category  2  -  Open  with  Special  Stipulations;  62,839  acres 

Category  3  -  Open  with  No  Surface  Occupancy;  226,129  acres 

Category  4  -  Closed;  2,635  acres 

The  following  table  displays  the  availability  of  lands  for  oil  and  gas 
leasing  relative  to  resource  potential. 

Low  Moderate    High      Total 

Open  276,662  53,440      6,460      336,562 

Open 

Special 

Stipulations  58,851  3,988  0  62,839 

Open 

No  Surface 

Occupancy       211,545         14,104        480     226,129 

Closed 
Non- 
Discretionary 

(Wilderness       2,635  0         0       2,635 

Area) 

Once  an  area  has  been  leased  in  the  above  categories,  site  specific 
exceptions  may  be  granted  to  leaseholders  or  their  assignees  upon 
approval  of  the  District  Manager  if  either  of  the  following  criteria  is 
met: 

a.  The  resource  or  use  does  not  exist  upon  the  area  covered  by  a 
category  or  stipulation  written  to  protect  that  resource  or  use. 

b.  The  leaseholder  or  operator  can  demonstrate  that  the  exception 
is  necessary  because  another  location  outside  the  category  or 
stipulation  area  is  technically  not  feasible  and  other  mitigation 
can  be  designed  to  protect  resources  as  well  as  the  assigned 
category  or  stipulation. 

Appendix  4  is  the  Oil  and  Gas  Stipulation  Form  that  would  be  completed 
on  case-by-case  basis  for  lands  in  category  2  or  3. 
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2.  Specific  leasing  category  decisions  would  be  as  follows: 

a.  All  Threatened  and  Endangered  (T&E)  species  habitat  would  be 
in  Category  3,  no  surface  occupancy  (NSO).  Federally  listed 
candidate  species  would  be  addressed  at  the  APD  stage  of 
development. 

b.  All  riparian  areas  would  be  in  Category  3  NSO  to  protect 
riparian  and  aquatic  areas  as  follows:   .25  mile  on  each  side 
of  the  channel  on  all  riparian  areas  except  West  Fork  of 
Beaver  Dam  Wash  which  would  be  .50  mile  wide  on  each  side  of 
centerline. 

c.  Municipal  watersheds,  the  Navajo  Sandstone  aquifer  and  the 
Deep  Creek  water  protection  zone  would  be  subject  to  Category 
2  stipulations.  Stipulations  would  require  casing  the  hole 
and  using  cement  plugs  or  other  means  to  prevent  migration  of 
low  quality  water  and  contaminants  into  high  quality  water. 
The  fluid  minerals  leasing  map  does  not  show  this  restriction 
because  the  area  affected  is  also  in  Category  3  NSO. 

d.  The  West  Fork  Beaver  Dam  Wash  water  protection  zone  would  be 
in  Category  2. 

e.  All  critical  big  game  winter  range,  and  calving  and  fawning 
areas  would  be  in  Category  2  with  seasonal  stipulation  from 
November  1  through  April  15. 

f.  All  primitive  Recreational  Opportunity  Spectrum  (ROS)  classes 
external  to  WSA  boundaries  would  be  in  Category  3  NSO. 

g.  All  public  lands  within  WSAs  would  be  in  Category  3  NSO  if 
released  from  interim  management  protection. 

h.   Baker  Dam  and  Red  Cliffs  recreation  areas  would  retain 
Category  3  NSO. 

i.   R&PPs  and  other  small  tract  classifications  would  be  in 
Category  3  NSO. 

j.   Split  estate  leases  which  fall  into  a  restriction  area  would 
receive  the  same  categories  and  stipulations  as  the  public 
lands. 

k.   All  ACECs  except  for  Little  Creek  Mountain  would  be  classified 
as  Category  3  NSO. 

3.  Oil,  gas  and  geothermal  leases  issued  prior  to  the  RMP  would 
continue  to  be  managed  under  the  stipulations  in  effect  when  issued. 
Those  issued   subsequent  to  the  RMP  would  be  subject  to  category 
restrictions  developed  in  the  plan. 
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4.  Coal  management  is  not  addressed  in  the  Proposed  Plan.  Should 
interest  be  expressed  in  this  resource,  the  coal  unsuitabi lity  criteria 
would  be  addressed  through  a  plan  amendment  process. 


MINERAL  MATERIALS  MANAGEMENT 

General  Management  Guidance 

Mineral  material  disposal  would  be  by  sale  at  fair  market  value  or  by 
free  use  permit  for  public  agencies. 

Community  pits  would  be  established  to  accommodate  demand.  Other  areas 
may  be  opened  to  mineral  permits  in  response  to  demand.  Reclamation  of 
depleted  areas  would  be  funded  from  sales. 

The  RMP  decisions  would  be  used  to  delineate  areas  where,  due  to  other 
resource  values,  restrictions  would  be  placed  on  mineral  material 
permits,  or  permits  would  be  denied. 

Free  use  and  the  sale  of  small  quantities  of  mineral  materials  (without 
use  of  equipment)  such  as  decorative  stone  may  be  authorized  for 
noncommercial  purposes. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  The  resource  area  would  have  487,731  acres  open  for  mineral 
material  sales  pending  site  specific  review.  A  portion  would  be  open 
subject  to  restrictions  contained  in  this  RMP  relating  to  off-highway 
vehicle  (OHV)  restrictions.  Primitive  ROS  classes,  riparian  zones, 
campgrounds,  T&E  plant  and  animal  habitat  and  other  resource  values. 
The  remaining  140,434  acres  would  be  closed  to  mineral  material  sales. 

2.  The  resource  area  would  be  closed  to  collection  of  petrified  wood. 


MINING  LAW  ADMINISTRATION 

General  Management  Guidance 

The  public  lands  would  be  available  for  claim  location,  exploration  and 
development  while  protecting  the  integrity  of  scenic  values,  water 
quality,  wilderness,  cultural  resources,  air  quality,  riparian  values, 
T&E  species  habitat  and  recreational  values  through  mitigating 
stipulations. 

All  public  lands  overlying  Federal  minerals  would  be  open  to  mining 
claim  location  unless  specifically  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  by 
Secretarial  Order  or  public  law  or  segregated  from  mineral  entry  under 
specific  reservations.   Lands  and  minerals  that  were  acquired  by  the 
Federal  Government  but  were  not  part  of  the  original  public  domain  are 
not  open  to  mineral  entry  under  the  mining  laws.  Federally  owned 


98 


locatable  minerals  underlying  Federal  lands  administered  by  the 
National  Park  Service  (NPS)  within  DRA  boundaries  are  not  available  for 
claim  location. 

The  RMP  would  be  used  to  identify  lands  to  be  segregated  from  mineral 
entry.  Valid  claims  located  on  these  areas  prior  to  adoption  of  the 
RMP  would  not  be  affected. 

The  RMP  would  be  used  to  develop  special  conditions  to  apply  to  mining 
operations  or  annual  assessment  work  approved  under  a  plan  of 
operations,  regardless  of  whether  the  claim  was  located  before  or  after 
adoption  of  the  RMP. 

The  location  and  operation  of  mining  claims  on  other  Federal  lands  or 
split-estate  lands  is  restricted  under  various  land  ownership  laws. 
The  surface  owner  or  administering  Federal  agency  manages  the  surface; 
RMP  requirements  would  not  apply  to  these  lands. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  The  resource  area  would  remain  available  to  mineral  location 
according  to  the  1872  Mining  Law  (as  amended)  and  applicable  3809  and 
3802  regulations  (as  amended). 

2.  Lands  classified  under  the  Recreation  and  Public  Purposes  Act  would 
be  closed  to  mineral  location. 

3.  The  Utah  portion  of  the  Beaver  Dam  Wilderness  Area  would  be  closed 
to  mineral  location. 

4.  The  following  areas  would  be  recommended  for  mineral  withdrawal: 

Beaver  Dam  Slope  ACEC 

City  Creek  ACEC 

Fort  Pearce  Historical  Site 

Red  Cliffs  Campground 

Warner  Ridge  ACEC 

Lower  Virgin  ACEC 

5.  Plans  of  Operations  would  be  required  for  mining  activities  on  all 
ACECs  and  OHV  closure  areas. 

6.  Mining  activities  on  T&E  habitat  would  comply  with  the  intent  of 
the  Endangered  Species  Act. 
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RIGHTS-OF-WAY  MANAGEMENT 

General  Management  Guidance 

Lands  available  for  rights-of-way,  including  the  major  transportation 
and  utility  systems,  would  be  divided  into  four  major  categories:  (1) 
lands  in  designated  transportation  and  utility  corridors  where  standard 
operating  procedures  apply;  (2)  lands  outside  of  designated  corridors 
where  special  conditions  may  apply  upon  completion  of  proper  National 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (NEPA)  documentations;  (3)  areas  that 
would  be  avoided;  and  (4)  areas  that  would  be  excluded. 

The  RMP  identifies  lands  to  be  excluded,  avoided,  or  available  for 
additional  rights-of-way.  Use  of  existing  rights-of-way  would  continue 
subject  to  the  conditions  in  the  current  grant;  renewals  of  these 
grants  would  be  subject  to  the  conditions  developed  in  the  RMP. 

Rights-of-way  for  access  to  private  and  state  inholdings,  inheld  oil 
and  gas  leases,  and  pipelines  for  producing  oil  and  gas  wells  are 
processed  upon  application;  appropriate  mitigating  measures  including 
route  changes  would  be  applied  based  on  site  specific  environmental 
analysis. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  Two  interstate  utility  corridors  would  be  designated  (.50  mile  on 
either  side  of  centerline  of  present  Intermountain  Power  Project  (IPP) 
and  Navajo  McCullough  lines  with  deviations  as  shown  on  the  appended 
map.) 

a.  Intermountain  Power  Project  Corridor 

b.  Navajo  McCullough  Corridor 

Impacts  from  major  transmission  facilities  would  be  minimized  by 
actively  encouraging  placement  of  major  facilities  in  designated 
corridors.  These  corridor  locations  coincide  with  the  long  range 
corridor  needs  and  assessments  identified  by  the  utility  industry  in 
their  Western  Regional  Corridor  Study  completed  in  1986.  They  also 
correspond  to  BLM  corridor  designations  in  Arizona  and  Nevada  and  to 
corridors  identified  on  the  Dixie  National  Forest. 

2.  Avoidance  areas  for  rights-of-way  would  include: 

All  visual  resource  management  (VRM)  I  and  II 

T&E  habitat 

ROS  Primitive  zones 

Riparian  (for  pipelines) 

OHV  closures 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACECs)  as  identified 

in  the  ACEC  prescription 
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These  are  areas  where  future  rights-of-way  may  be  granted  only  when  no 
feasible  alternative  route  or  designated  right-of-way  corridor  is 
avai labia. 

3.  One  exclusion  area  would  be  designated: 

Beaver  Dam  Mountains  Wilderness  Area  (2,635  acres) 

Future  rights-of-way  may  be  granted  in  this  area  only  when  mandated  by 
law.  Right-of-way  exclusion  areas  include  wilderness  areas.  The 
Beaver  Dam  Wilderness  Area  would  be  the  only  designated  exclusion  area 
in  the  planning  unit  pending  additional  legislation. 

4.  Other  areas  would  remain  open  for  rights-of-way  and  would  be 
evaluated  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  Rights-of-ways  would  be  issued  for 
the  minimum  width  necessary.  Location  of  communication  sites  may  also 
be  permitted  except  where  other  values  outweigh  the  use  as  a 
communication  site. 

5.  Trespass  right-of-way  cases  would  be  resolved.  Settlement  of 
willful  trespass  would  be  first  priority. 

6.  All  rights-of-way  would  remain  open  to  other  uses  such  as  cycling, 
walking  paths,  and  other  rights-of-way,  which  would  not  interfere  with 
the  purpose  of  the  original  right-of-way. 

LANDS  MANAGEMENT 

General  Management  Guidance 

The  lands  program  would  be  managed  to  acquire  lands  and  easements 
benefiting  resource  management  programs,  and  to  dispose  of  public  lands 
which  meet  the  criteria  outlined  in  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  (FLPMA). 

The  RMP  identifies  specific  tracts  of  land  available  for  community 
expansion,  public  purposes,  or  private  use.  These  lands  would  be 
considered  available  for  sale  or  other  disposal  as  indicated  in  the 
RMP.  Every  disposal  would  require  parcel  specific  NEPA  analysis  prior 
to  disposition.  FLPMA  203  sales  criteria  must  be  met  for  any  sales. 
Exchange  would  be  the  preferred  means  of  disposal. 

Land  exchanges  would  be  considered  on  a  case-by-case  basis  on  lands  not 
identified  in  the  RMP  for  disposal  or  acquisition  if  the  exchange 
accomplishes  one  or  more  of  the  following  criteria: 

a.   Results  in  a  net  gain  of  important  and  manageable  resource 
values  on  public  land  such  as  important  wildlife  habitat, 
cultural  sites,  riparian  zones,  live  water,  and  T&E  species 
habitat. 
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b.  Improves  the  accessibility  of  the  public  lands  in  areas  where 
access  is  needed. 

c.  Contributes  toward  more  efficient  management  of  public  lands 
in  areas  where  consolidation  of  ownership  is  desirable. 

d.  Lands  otherwise  determined  to  be  in  the  best  public  interest 
to  acquire  or  which  serve  a  national  priority  as  identified  in 
BLM  policy  directives. 

If  the  above  criteria  is  not  met,  the  land  sale,  exchange,  state 
indemnity  selection,  or  other  disposal  action  would  require  a  plan 
amendment.  Generally,  disposals  of  qualifying  land  would  be  allowed 
upon  approval  of  the  plan  amendment  if:  (1)  the  sale  meets  one  of  the 
three  criteria  in  Sec.  203  of  the  FLPMA;  (2)  disposal  meets 
requirements  of  other  appropriate  law,  such  as  the  R&PP  Act;  and  (3) 
disposal  is  not  precluded  by  law. 

Existing  R&PP  leases  generally  carry  the  right  to  patent.  Upon  proper 
application,  R&PP  leases  which  have  been  determined  eligible  for  patent 
could  be  patented. 

Permits  or  leases  for  special  uses  of  the  public  lands  would  be 
considered  upon  application.  The  RMP  would  impose  conditions  of  use 
within  specific  areas.  Special  uses,  including  community  expansion, 
would  generally  be  accommodated  on  qualifying  lands  upon  proper 
application. 

Unauthorized  use  of  the  public  lands  would  be  resolved  either  through 
termination  of  the  activity  or  other  means  consistent  with  RMP 
management  objectives.  Priority  would  be  given  to  resolving 
unauthorized  uses  where  malicious  or  criminal  intent  is  involved, 
sensitive  resources  of  national  significance  are  threatened,  or  rights 
of  authorized  users  are  adversely  affected. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  Opportunities  for  acquisition  and  disposal  are  identified  in  the 
appendix. 

2.  Competitive  sales  would  not  be  considered  for  the  first  three  years 
of  plan  implementation  unless  they  were  in  progress  prior  to  RMP 
implementation.  Sales  at  fair  market  value  would  only  occur  on 
identified  tracts  meeting  FLPMA  sales  criteria  and  analyzed  in  a  parcel 
specific  environmental  document. 

3.  Approximately  98.5  percent  of  the  public  lands  in  the  resource  area 
would  not  be  available  for  disposal  except  through  an  RMP  amendment. 

4.  Exchange  would  be  the  preferred  method  of  land  disposal.  Exchange 
would  be  made  on  a  case-by-case  basis  where  values  of  acquired  lands 
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are  substantially  equal  or  superior  to  resource  values  of  selected 
lands  and  where  adverse  impacts  can  be  adequately  mitigated. 

5.  Special  Land  Use  Permits  and  other  authorizations  would  be  issued 
on  a  case-by-case  basis  where  consistent  with  other  resource  management 
decisions  in  this  RMP. 

6.  Known  trespass  situations  would  be  resolved.  Willful  trespass  and 
trespass  known  to  affect  riparian  areas  would  take  priority.  Trespass 
in  riparian  areas  would  be  settled,  where  desirable  and  practical,  by 
exchange  for  better  or  equal  riparian  lands. 

7.  Easements  would  be  obtained  across  state  and  private  lands  which 
link  public  lands  in  order  to  meet  public  access  needs.  To  benefit 
recreation  and  wildlife,  nonmotorized  access  would  be  acquired  where 
possible  along  the  Virgin  River  from  the  middle  of  sec.  30,  T.  41  S., 
R.  13  W.,  to  the  west  side  of  sec.  19,  T.  42  S.,  R.  14  W.  Width  of  the 
easement  would  be  that  area  within  the  floodplain  of  the  Virgin  River. 

8.  Easements  would  be  reserved  where  needed  across  parcels  of  disposal 
land  to  protect  public  resources  and  provide  public  access  to  public 
lands. 

9.  The  BLM  may  enter  cooperative  management  agreements  or  leases  with 
Federal,  State,  county,  city  or  recognized  conservation  groups  on  a 
case-by-case  basis.  Such  agreements  must  benefit  the  natural 
resources,  and  the  public,  and  be  consistent  resource  management 
program  decisions  in  the  RMP. 

10.  BLM  would  require  clean-up  of  unauthorized  dumps  and  other  littered 
areas. 


HITHDRAWALS  AND  CLASSIFICATION 

General  Management  Guidance 

New  withdrawals  and  classifications  can  only  be  made  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  and  by  Congress. 

The  FLPMA  requires  that  BLM  periodically  review  agency  withdrawals  and 
classifications.  This  is  done  according  to  schedules  prepared  by  the 
Utah  State  Office  (BLM)  or  special  requests. 

Existing  land  leases,  which  have  been  classified  under  the  R&PP  or  the 
Small  Tract  Acts,  would  not  be  affected  by  this  RMP. 
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Special  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  Current  withdrawals  and  classifications  would  be  continued  on: 

a.  The  2,593  acres  segregated  from  mineral  entry  by  R&PP 
classification.  Additional  land  classified  under  the  R&PP  Act 
would  also  be  segregated  from  entry  under  the  public  land  laws 
including  the  mining  laws  (43  CFR  2091.3-2).  There  is  no 
provision  for  mineral  entry  or  development  on  R&PP  patents, 
even  though  minerals  remain  reserved  to  the  United  States. 

b.  The  2,229  acres  under  power  site  withdrawal.  These  lands 
were  classified  as  powerless  under  Classification  259  and  were 
withdrawn  from  operation  of  the  public  land  laws  generally, 
excluding  the  mining  and  mineral  leasing  laws. 

c.  The  975  acres  classified  against  desert  land  entries. 
Desert  land  entry  in  the  locations  applied  for  was  deemed  not 
in  the  public  interest,  does  not  serve  important  public 
objectives,  and  was  not  in  compliance  with  the  county  or  BLM 
land  use  plans. 

d.  The  1143.53  acres  of  public  water  reserves  #107. 

2.  Mineral  withdrawals  would  be  recommended  for: 

Beaver  Dam  Slope  ACEC 

City  Creek  ACEC 

Red  Cliffs  Campground 

Fort  Pearce  Historical  Site 

Warner  Ridge  ACEC 

Lower  Virgin  ACEC 

FOREST  MANAGEMENT 

General  Management  Guidance 

Forest  resources  would  be  managed  to  accommodate  the  use  of  woodland 
and  vegetative  products  in  areas  specified  for  this  use  on  a  sustained 
yield  basis,  while  protecting  other  resources. 

Fuelwood  harvest  would  be  limited  to  noncommercial  use  of  pinyon  and 
juniper  in  quantities  allowing  for  sustained  yield. 

On-site  use  of  fuelwood  for  campfires  would  be  allowed  except  when 
precluded  based  on  RMP  decision,  activity  plans,  or  other  site  specific 
analysis. 

Harvest  of  vegetative  products  for  home  decoration,  bird  perches,  hobby 
craft,  etc.  may  be  authorized. 
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Small  scale  commercial  harvest  may  be  authorized  in  special  situations 
to  meet  resource  management  objectives  such  as  cleaning  deadfalls 
plugging  waterways,  opening  patches  in  Pinyon/Juniper  for  wildlife,  and 
cleaning  out  diseased  trees. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  Allow  noncommercial  fuelwood  harvest  of  pinyon  and  juniper  which 
are  dead  and  down  except  when  precluded  based  on  RMP  decision,  activity 
plans,  or  other  site  specific  analysis.  Riparian  areas  and  WSAs  would 
remain  closed.  Limit  such  harvest  to  designated  areas  as  needed  to 
meet  resource  management  objectives. 

2.  Allow  noncommercial  harvest  of  green  fuelwood  of  up  to  1,200 
cords/year  on  a  sustained  yield  basis  from  designated  areas.  Harvest 
areas  would  be  marked  on  the  ground  based  on  stands  identified  on  the 
forestry  overlay  and  consistent  with  other  RMP  decisions. 

3.  Allow  for  a  commercial  greenwood  contract  on  the  proposed  Potter's 
Peak  wildlife  chaining  (500  acres). 

4.  Allow  noncommercial  sales  of  posts  from  green  fuelwood  harvest 
areas  on  the  west  side  of  Beaver  Dam  Wash  up  to  a  maximum  of  500  posts 
per  year  on  a  sustained  yield  basis. 

5.  Allow  a  maximum  of  500  noncommercial  Christmas  tree  permits/year  on 
a  sustained  yield  basis. 

6.  Expand  the  noncommercial  desert  vegetation  sale  area  to  include  the 
area  on  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  north  of  the  Castle  Cliff  Road,  west  of 
the  Welcome  Springs  Road,  and  east  of  the  Eardley  Road.  Sales  may  be 
limited  to  smaller  designated  areas  within  this  expanded  vegetative 
disposal  area  as  needed  to  mitigate  harvesting  impacts. 

7.  Authorize  the  sale  of  other  vegetation  permits  as  appropriate  on  a 
case-by-case  basis.  These  sales  are  usually  for  ornamental  shrubs  or 
seed  and  may  involve  species  which  do  not  occur  in  the  desert 
vegetation  sale  area. 


GRAZING  MANAGEMENT 

General  Management  Guidance 

Grazing  would  be  managed  to  maintain  public  land  resources  such  as 
soil,  water,  vegetation,  and  wildlife  in,  to  improve  the  range 
resources  which  are  in  less  than  excellent  ecological  condition,  and  to 
sell  livestock  forage  on  a  sustained  yield  basis  which  would  meet  the 
above  objectives. 

The  RMP  would  allow  continuation  of  the  current  grazing 
authorizations.  Future  adjustments  would  be  made  as  a  result  of 
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monitoring,  policy,  and  regulations.  Grazing  systems  would  be 
maintained,  revised,  or  implemented.  Seasons  of  use  may  be  changed  to 
resolve  surface  management  conflicts  identified  in  the  RMP  or  in 
response  of  monitoring.  Grazing  system  implementation  would  be  based 
on  consideration  of  (1)  objectives  detailed  in  an  allotment  management 
plan  (AMP);  (2)  resource  characteristics  detailed  in  the  RMP;  (3) 
vegetation  characteristics  determined  by  monitoring;  (4)  availability 
of  water;  (5)  operator  requests,  and  (6)  implementation  costs. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  Current  grazing  authorizations  would  continue  as  shown  on  the 
following  table.  Adjustments  to  those  authorizations  would  be  made  on 
the  basis  of  needs  identified  through  range  monitoring  studies,  changes 
in  Bureau  policies  or  regulations,  or  in  accordance  with  RMP  decisions. 

2.  Management  of  grazing  allotments  would  continue  as  identified  in 
allotment  management  plans,  and  in  coordination  with  other  resource 
programs.  Range  improvement  projects  which  have  been  identified  in 
AMPs  and  are  needed  to  meet  management  objectives  but  which  have  not 
been  completed  include  20  pasture  fences,  33  cattleguards,  9  spring 
developments,  5  catchments,  2  wells,  6  pipelines,  and  1  reservoir. 

3.  Present  range  suitability  classification  would  continue  on  all 
allotments.  There  are  495,000  acres  classified  as  suitable  for  grazing 
and  133,000  acres  classified  as  unsuitable. 

4.  Ecological  site  descriptions  for  program  management  consistency 
would  be  developed.  They  would  provide  detailed  information  on  a  given 
site  such  as  forage  production  potential,  vegetation  composition,  and 
erosion  potential . 

5.  Range  projects  may  be  initiated  to  prevent  overuti lization  of 
forage  in  allotments  determined  to  be  lacking  proper  livestock  control 
or  distribution.  Problems  may  be  corrected  by  measures  such  as 
constructing  drift  fences,  replacing  gates  with  cattleguards, 
constructing  additional  waters,  or  by  constructing  pasture  fences. 
Many  projects  have  been  identified  in  AMPs  but  have  not  been  installed 
because  of  funding  priorities;  a  few  are  new  projects  which  would 
require  AMP  revisions. 

6.  Land  treatments  may  be  initiated  in  allotments  with  livestock 
grazing  problems  as  an  alternative  to  livestock  forage  adjustments. 
Treatments  such  as  chaining,  prescribed  burning,  or  plow  and  seeding 
may  be  used  to  provide  additional  forage  and  AUMs  in  allotments  that, 
through  monitoring  studies,  show  a  need  to  reduce  numbers  of 
livestock.  Treatment  areas  may  be  managed  as  separate  pastures. 

7.  A  cost  benefit  analysis  would  be  prepared  on  projects  prior  to 
authorization. 
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CULTURAL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 

General  Management  Guidance 

Archaeological,  paleontological ,  and  historical  resources  would  be 
protected  from  adverse  impacts  resulting  from  resource  uses, 
development  and  vandalism. 

Conduct  ongoing  inventories  of  the  above  resources. 

Manage  surface  disturbing  actions  to  avoid,  reduce  and  mitigate  adverse 
impacts  to  the  spectrum  of  cultural  resources. 

Manage  cultural  resource  values  for  information  potential,  public 
value,  and/or  conservation  for  future  use. 

Educate  the  public  to  appreciate  cultural  resource  values  and  to  reduce 
vandalism. 

Consult  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  and  the  Advisory 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation  when  necessary. 

Sites  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  and  other 
known  sites  eligible  for  listing  in  that  register  would  be  managed  in 
consultation  with  the  above  entities. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  Develop  and  interpret  suitable  petroglyph  and  pictograph  sites. 
Develop,  stabilize  and  interpret  other  suitable  archaeological  sites. 

2.  Conduct  proper  archaeological  clearances  on  all  projects. 

3.  Interpret  and  stabilize  historic  sites  and  trails  as  needed. 
Manage  Fort  Pearce  for  maintenance  of  its  historic  values  and  seek  a 
mineral  withdrawal . 

4.  Maintain  the  dinosaur  trackways  and  develop  new  paleontological 
sites  as  necessary. 

5.  Establish  four  ACECs  for  special  management  of  the  following  areas 
with  concentrations  of  National  Register  caliber  archaeological 
resources  (see  Appendix  1): 

a.  Little  Creek  Mountain 

b.  Virgin  River  (lower) 

c.  Santa  Clara  (Land  Hill  section) 

d.  Santa  Clara  (Gunlock-Shivwits) 
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WILDERNESS  MANAGEMENT 

General  Management  Guidance 

Wilderness  management  plans  would  be  developed  for  each  WSA  designated 
as  wilderness. 

All  WSAs  and  the  instant  study  area  (ISA)  would  be  managed  under 
interim  management  policy  (IMP)  until  Congress  either  designates  them 
as  wilderness  or  releases  them. 

If  an  area  is  designated  as  wilderness,  that  designation  would 
automatically  amend  this  plan  and  a  wilderness  management  plan  would  be 
prepared  for  each  designated  wilderness. 

Areas  which  are  released  would  be  managed  under  the  decisions  in  this 
RMP. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  The  Beaver  Dam  Mountain  Wilderness  Area  would  be  managed  according 
to  43  CFR  8560  regulations  and  the  BLM  wilderness  management  policy. 


RECREATION  RESOURCES  MANAGEMENT 

General  Management  Guidance 

Permits  for  commercial  and  competitive  use  and  other  purposes  could  be 
issued  based  on  site  specific  analysis. 

The  transportation  system  would  be  managed  with  consideration  of  its 
use  for  enhancing  and  regulating  recreation. 

The  portion  of  the  resource  area  outside  of  special  recreation 
management  areas  (SRMAs)  would  be  an  extensive  recreation  management 
area  (ERMA).  Dispersed  recreation  activities  would  be  accommodated 
unless  precluded  by  an  RMP  decision  affecting  a  particular  site,  or 
safety  reasons. 

The  BLM  recreational  resources  would  be  acknowledged  as  an  integral 
part  of  a  larger  multi-agency  recreational  complex  defined  by  the  Color 
Country  region. 

OHV  designations  would  apply  to  both  recreational  and  nonrecreational 

use.  OHV  use  may  be  authorized  by  special  permit  in  an  area  closed  or 

limited.  The  OHV  designations  would  not  apply  on  Federal  highways, 
state  or  county  roads. 
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Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  Management  of  the  extensive  recreation  management  area  would 
emphasize  dispersed  recreation,  visitor  services,  signing,  maintenance 
of  primitive  and  semi-primitive  site  characteristics,  hazard 
management,  monitoring  and  inventory  of  caves  and  other  specific  sites 
of  recreational  interest,  and  elimination  of  trespass. 

2.  The  following  special  recreation  management  areas  (SRMAs)  would  be 
created. 

They  are  shown  on  the  SRMA  map  in  the  appendix. 

a.  Red  Cliffs/Sand  Mountain:  87,900  acres  of  public  land. 

Main  attractions:  Red  Cliffs  Recreation  Area,  Quail  Lake 
Recreation  Area,  Sand  Mountain  Dune  Riding  Area,  Sandstone  Mountain 
Recreation  Area,  Cottonwood  Canyon  WSA,  Virgin  River  picnic  zone, 
Dinosaur  Trackway  paleontological  site.  Fort  Pearce  Historic  Site, 
Escalante  Trail . 

Main  activities:  OHV  riding,  learning  natural  history,  lake  and 
stream  based  recreation,  picnicking,  camping,  viewing  scenery, 
scenic  driving,  primitive  recreation,  viewing  historical  and 
paleontological  sites,  horseback  riding. 

ROS  setting:  primitive  (11,500  ac),  semi-primitive  motorized 
(52,400  ac),  rural  (24,000  ac). 

b.  LaVerkin  Creek:  15,300  acres  of  public  land. 

Main  attractions:  Red  Butte  WSA,  LaVerkin  Creek  Falls,  LaVerkin 
Creek  Trail,  LaVerkin  Creek  Canyon,  Black  Ridge  Overlook. 

Main  activities:  stream  based  recreation,  scenic  driving, 
geological  scenic  viewing,  picnicking,  hiking,  horseback  riding, 
primitive  recreation. 

ROS  setting:  primitive  (12,000  ac),  semi-primitive  motorized 
(3,300  ac). 

c  Deep  Creek:  9,000  acres  of  public  land. 

Main  attractions  include:  eligible  wild  and  scenic  river.  Deep 
Creek,  Crystal  Creek,  Box  Canyon,  Volcano  Knoll,  Indian  Trail, 
Kolob  Creek,  Giant  Oak  Tree. 

Main  activities:  stream  based  recreation,  wildlife  viewing, 
hiking,  primitive  recreation,  camping,  hunting,  scenic  driving, 
cross  country  skiing. 

ROS  setting:  primitive  (4,000  ac),  semi-primitive  motorized 
(5,000  ac). 
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d.  Red  Mountain/Santa  Clara  Creek:  24,000  acres  of  public  land. 

Main  attractions:  Red  Mountain  WSA,  outstanding  geological 
scenery,  Santa  Clara  Creek,  Gunlock  Reservoir  Recreation  Area,  Snow 
Canyon  State  Park,  Indian  petroglyphs. 

Main  activities:  primitive  recreation,  hiking,  viewing  scenery, 
stream  based  recreation,  picnicking,  camping,  horseback  riding, 
small  game  hunting,  scenic  driving,  viewing  archaeological  site. 

ROS  setting:  primitive  (11,600  ac),  semi-primitive  motorized 
(10,400  ac),  roaded  natural  (2,000  ac). 

e.  Canaan  Mountain/primitive  (ROS)  SRMA:  48,000  acres  of  public 
land. 

Main  attractions:  Canaan  Mountain,  outstanding  geological  scenery. 
Water  Canyon  Trail,  Eagle  Crags  Trail,  Squirrel  Canyon  Trail,  Broad 
Hollow  Trail,  Water  Canyon  Arch. 

Main  activities:  sightseeing,  hiking,  backpacking. 

ROS  setting:  primitive  (48,000  ac). 

3.  Scenic  ACECs  would  be  designated  on  Red  Mountain  Face  and  Canaan 
Mountain  (see  Appendix  1). 

4.  If  released  from  wilderness  consideration,  primitive  ROS  management 
prescriptions  would  be  in  effect  on  all  section  202  (WSA)  units  except 
the  Watchman  unit.  Under  the  primitive  prescription,  these  units  would 
be  closed  to  OHV  use. 

5.  The  Watchman  unit  at  the  entrance  to  Zion  NP  would  be  closed  to  OHV 
use  for  protection  of  scenic  values. 

6.  OHV  designations  would  be  in  effect  as  shown  on  the  OHV  map  located 
in  the  appendix. 

Closed  means  an  area  where  off-highway  vehicle  use  is  prohibited. 
Use  may  be  allowed  only  by  special  permit. 

Limited  means  an  area  where  off-highway  vehicle  use  is  restricted. 
Restrictions  may  be  of  any  type  but  generally  fit  into  the 
following  categories:  numbers  of  vehicles,  types  of  vehicles,  time 
or  season  of  use,  permitted  or  licensed  use  only,  use  on  existing 
roads  and  trails,  use  on  designated  roads  and  trails,  and  other 
restrictions.  Specific  limitations  may  be  defined  in  activity 
plans.  Pending  the  development  of  specific  limitations,  OHV  use  in 
the  limited  area  would  be  restricted  to  roads  and  trails  present  on 
the  date  this  plan  is  approved. 
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open  means  an  area  where  off-highway  vehicle  use  is  permitted 
year-round  subject  to  normal   operating  procedures. 

Closed  97,257  acres 

Limited  477,559  acres 

Open  53,349  acres 

7.  Maintain  or  update  camping,   sanitation  and  picnic  facilities  at 
Baker  Dam  and  Red  Cliffs  Recreation  Areas  in  accordance  with  activity 
plans   (as  amended).     Acquire  lands  for  potential   expansion  as  needed  to 
improve  management. 

8.  Monitor  Bloomington  Cave  use.      Implement  use  restrictions  as 
needed.      Inventory  new  caves  as  they  are  discovered  in  accordance  with 
the  Federal   Cave  Resources  Protection  Act  of  1988  (P.L.   100-91). 

9.  Recognize  the  Smithsonian  Butte  Road  as  a  National   Back  Country 
Byway. 

10.  Restrictions  on  mountain  bike  use  would  be  developed  based  on  site 
specific  analysis. 

11.  A  maximum  camping  stay  of  14  days  would  be  established  for  all 
public  lands  within  the  Resource  Area  including  developed,  undeveloped, 
designated,   and  nondesignated  sites. 

WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVERS  MANAGEMENT 

General   Management  Guidance 

The  DRA's  free-flowing  river  segments  have  been  evaluated  for  their 
eligibility  as  potential   wild  and  scenic  rivers   (see  appendix  5). 
Based  on  this  evaluation  three  river  segments  are  classified  as  wild: 
Deep  Creek,   North  Fork  of  the  Virgin  River,   Virgin  River  through  the 
gorge.     Suitability  recommendations  would  be  deferred  to  a  future  joint 
study  with  other  surface  management  agencies. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

Those  portions  of  the  above  wild  river  segments  not  already  under 
wilderness  or  IMP  protection  would  be  afforded  interim  protection. 
This  protection  would  include  the  following  restrictions  within  a  1/4 
mile  zone  either  side  of  the  river  center: 

Open  to  oil   and  gas  leasing  with  a  NSO  stipulation 

Closed  to  OHV  use 

No  new  construction  that  would  threaten  the  wild  status. 
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VISUAL  RESOURCES  MANAGEMENT 

General  Management  Guidance 

Visual  resource  management  class  areas  would  be  assigned  by  this  RMP. 
Classes  are  based  on  visual  resource  conditions  such  as  scenic  quality, 
distance  zones,  sensitivity  levels  (see  Glossary  in  the  Draft  RMP),  and 
a  management  decision  to  upgrade  VRM  inventory  class  III  and  portions 
of  class  IV  to  VRM  management  class  II.  Mitigating  measures  would  be 
applied  to  authorized  activities  to  maintain  class  standards  where 
feasible.  The  factors  upon  which  the  classes  are  based  would  be 
reviewed  periodically;  a  change  in  conditions  could  result  in  a  change 
in  the  VRM  class.  Such  changes  would  be  accommodated  through  the  plan 
maintenance  process. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  Full  retention  of  the  landscape  character  as  specified  by  the  VRM 
class  rating  would  be  the  goal  for  much  of  the  area  adjacent  to  Zion 
National  Park  and  its  entrance  corridor,  the  Warner  Ridge  and  Red 
Mountain  escarpments.  Snow  and  Cottonwood  Canyons,  the  Joshua  tree 
forest  on  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope,  upper  watersheds  of  the  Beaver  Dam 
Wash,  the  upland  areas  of  Kolob  Terrace,  the  Sandstone  Mountain  area. 
Black  Ridge  corridor  along  1-15  and  important  views  from  the  St.  George 
area.  Major  modifications  could  occur  to  landscapes  within  VRM  Class 
IV  areas. 

2.  The  perspective  of  the  VRM  program  in  the  DRA  would  be  expanded  to 
include  nonsurface  disturbing  actions  such  as  land  tenure  adjustments. 
Visual  and  recreational  considerations  would  be  incorporated  in  the 
analysis  of  nonsurface  disturbing  management  proposals  for  areas  with  A 
and  B  scenic  quality  and  high  visual  sensitivity. 

3.  Designate  5,455  acres  of  the  south  escarpment  of  Red  Mountain  and 
the  west  wall  of  Snow  Canyon  as  the  Red  Mountain  Face  Scenic  ACEC  and 
assign  a  VRM  I  class.  The  ACEC  is  the  single  most  important  BLM  scenic 
feature  in  the  urban  setting  and  is  an  integral  part  of  the  Snow  Canyon 
State  Park  landscape  (see  Appendix  1). 

4.  Designate  31,741  acres  on  Canaan  Mountain  and  the  south  face  of 
Smithsonian  Butte  as  a  Canaan  Mountain  Scenic  ACEC  and  assign  a  VRM 
Class  I.  This  area  meets  the  two  ACEC  recommendation  criteria  set 
forth  in  BLM  Manual  8410.  The  area  is  scenic  quality  A.  The  Canaan 
Mountain  landscape  is  unique  to  the  Colorado  Plateau  physiographic 
province  (see  Appendix  1). 

5.  Assign  VRM  II  objectives  to  class  IV  areas  in  T.  42  S.,  R.  18  W., 
T.  43  S.,  R.  18  W.,  T.  43  S.,  R.  19  W..  and  T.  42  S.,  R.  16  W.,  Salt 
Lake  Base,  per  the  appended  map. 

6.  Assign  VRM  class  I  objectives  to  the  two  scenic  ACECs  and  the 
Beaver  Dam  Wilderness  Area  (39,985). 
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7.  Assign  VRM  II  objectives  to  approximately  464,130  acres. 

8.  Assign  class  IV  objectives  to  approximately  124,050  acres. 

RIPARIAN  MANAGEMENT 

General  Management  Guidance 

Riparian  areas  would  be  managed  to  achieve  a  healthy  and  productive 
ecological  site  condition  that  would  further  long  term  riparian 
management  objectives. 

Prescribe  management  for  riparian  values  based  upon  site  specific 
characteristics  after  setting  specific  management  goals  for  specific 
segments  of  riparian  area. 

Establish  monitoring  or  other  studies  needed  to  implement  riparian 
objectives. 

Retain  riparian  areas  in  public  ownership  or  dispose  by  exchange  for 
equal  or  better  riparian  areas. 

Acquire  riparian  zones  as  opportunity  occurs. 

Where  conflicts  occur  between  riparian  management  objectives  and  other 
resource  activities  along  significant  segments  of  riparian  areas  which 
could  result  in  an  overall  degradation  of  riparian  or  water  quality, 
preference  would  be  given  to  the  ecological  values  of  the  riparian 
system.  In  areas  where  T&E  or  Federally  listed  candidate  species 
occur,  the  BLM  would  comply  with  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  as 
amended,  and  conduct  appropriate  consultation  with  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  as  required. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  Preserve,  protect,  and,  if  necessary,  restore  natural  functions  of 
floodplains  and  wetlands  in  accordance  with  laws.  Executive  Orders,  and 
regulations.  Minimize  degradation  of  streambanks,  loss  of  riparian 
vegetation,  and  degradation  of  aquatic  habitats.  Design  activities  in 
riparian  zones,  including  mitigation  of  surface  disturbance,  to 
maintain  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  conditions.  Allow  adequate  fish 
passage  where  applicable. 

2.  Apply  mitigation  measures  for  riparian  habitat  protection  where 
needed. 

3.  Establish  monitoring  studies  in  riparian  areas  where  grazing  or 
other  conflicts  may  be  occurring. 

4.  Place  livestock  salting-supplement  blocks  at  least  0.5  miles  from 
water  sources  and  riparian  habitat. 
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5.  Protect  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  from  significant  surface 
disturbances  according  to  current  laws  and  policy.  For  construction 
proposals  within  riparian  areas,  first  determine  if  there  is  an 
alternative  to  placing  the  action  in  the  riparian  area.  Second,  if  the 
action  must  be  placed  in  the  riparian  area,  fully  mitigate  all 
long-term  impacts. 

6.  Retain  public  lands  among  riparian  and  aquatic  areas  except  in 
cases  where  BLM  can  exchange  for  equal  or  greater  riparian  values. 

7.  Ensure  protection  of  recreation  values,  aesthetics,  wildlife  and 
fisheries  habitat,  and  riparian  vegetation  through  maintenance  of 
instream  flows.  The  method  used  to  maintain  flows  on  each  stream 
segment  would  be  determined  at  the  activity  planning  level  in 
conjunction  with  a  water  rights  investigation. 

Obtain  water  rights  or  agreements  for  59.7  miles  on  the  following 
stream  segments: 

Instream  Flow  Needs 


Stream  Segment 

East  Fork  Beaver  Dam  Wash 
Salt  Lake  Base  Meridian 
T.  40  S.,  R.  19  W., 
sees  9  &  10 


Miles 


1.3 


Flow  Dependent 
Resource  Values 

Riparian  vegetation,  nongame 
fisheries,  forage  production 
&  watering,  undeveloped 
recreation. 


Santa  Clara  River 
South  of  Ivins 


2.0 


Santa  Clara  River 
Gunlock  Reservoir 
to  private  land 


Santa  Clara 
Baker  Dam  South 
to  private  land 


West  Fork  Beaver  Dam  Wash 
Headwaters  to  private 
land  north  of  Motoqua 


3.2 


1.0 


12.7 


Riparian,  vegetation, 
unconfined  recreation, 
nongame  fisheries, 
forage  production  and 
watering. 

Riparian,  vegetation, 
potential  game  fisheries, 
unconfined  recreation,  forage 
production  and  watering. 

Cold  water  fisheries, 
riparian  vegetation, 
recreation,  wildlife, 
forage  and  watering. 

Game  fisheries,  riparian 
vegetation,  forage  production 
and  watering,  undeveloped 
recreation. 
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Instream  Flow  Needs  (continued) 


Stream  Segment  Miles 

Beaver  Dam  Wash  9.0 

south  of  Motoqua 


Quail  Creek  1.0 

U.  S.  Forest  boundary  to 
private  land 

North  Creek  1 .5 

Salt  Lake  Base  Meridian 
T.  41  S.,  R.  11  W.. 
sec.  6:  private  land 

LaVerkin  Creek  13.0 

Private  land  near  Toquer- 
ville  to  Zion  National  Park 
boundary 

Deep  Creek/Crystal  Creek      7.5 
Zion  National  Park  Boundary 
north  to  private  land 


Kolob  Creek  North  3.0 

of  Zion  National  Park 


Virgin  River  6.0 

Quail  Creek  Reservoir  to 
confluence  with  Ash  Creek 

Virgin  River  6.0 

Atkinville  to  State  line 


Ash  Creek  1 .0 

Ash  Creek  Reservoir  to 
confluence  with  Virgin  River 


Flow  Dependent 
Resource  Values 

Riparian  vegetation,  T&E 
candidate  species  habitat, 
wildlife,  forage,  and 
watering. 

Developed  recreation  area, 

riparian  vegetation,  wildlife 

forage  and  watering,  nongame 

fisheries 

Riparian  vegetation, 

undeveloped  recreation, 

nongame  fisheries, 

wildlife  forage  and  watering. 

Nongame  fisheries,  riparian 
vegetation,  forage  production 
and  watering,  undeveloped 
recreation. 

Potential  wild  and  scenic 
river,  game  fisheries, 
forage  production 
and  watering,  undeveloped 

Coldwater  fisheries,  forage 
protection  and  watering, 
undeveloped  recreation. 

Woundfin  minnow  habitat, 
riparian  vegetation, 
undeveloped  recreation. 

Wilderness,  riparian 
vegetation,  rafting, 
kayaking,  Woundfin  minnow 
habitat. 

Riparian  vegetation,  nongame 
fisheries,  wildlife  and 
livestock  forage. 
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8.  Manage  public  lands  to  prevent  water  quality  degradation  through 
the  application  of  best  management  practices  (BMPs): 

-  Obtain  reliable  watershed  condition. 

-  Initiate  ecological  site  identification  in  conjunction  with 
the  range  and  wildlife  programs. 

-  Establish  a  watershed  monitoring  system  to  ascertain  whether 
or  not  surface  management  uses  are  compatible  with 

site  specific  tolerable  soil  loss  values. 

-  Adjust  livestock  numbers  in  allotments  where  monitoring 
indicates  soil  protection  objectives  are  not  being  met. 

-  Apply  BMPs  to  actions  occurring  on  public  lands. 

9.  Conduct  studies  to  determine  current,  acceptable  and  potential 
condition  using  ecological  site  information  and  through  assessments  of 
erosion,  salt/sediment  yield,  water  quality,  and  riparian  area 
condition.  Survey  watershed  basins  to  determine  current  problems  and 
their  causes,  identify  potential  future  problems  and  BMPs  to  mitigate 
the  problems.  Incorporate  BMPs  into  activity  plans. 

10.  Manage  saline  soils  on  Red  Bluff  and  Warner  Ridge  under  ACEC 
designations.  Acquire  the  two  adjacent  state  sections  near  Red  Bluff 
to  further  ACEC  management  of  objectives.  Protect  the  cryptogamic 
cover  on  currently  stable  soils  and  promote  its  regeneration  elsewhere 
(see  Appendix  1). 

11.  To  protect  water  quality,  classify  and  manage  approximately  seven 
miles  of  West  Fork  Beaver  Dam  Wash  and  the  associated  watershed  (30,360 
acres)  as  a  water  protection  zone.  Coordinate  with  the  State  of  Utah 
to  designate  this  stream  as  a  anti-degradation  segment  requiring  the 
application  of  BMP  mitigation  on  surface  uses.  Limit  OHV  use  within 
the  watershed  and  apply  a  one-mile-wide  (half  mile  each  side  of  center) 
NSO  fluid  minerals  designation  on  the  stream. 

12.  To  protect  high  quality  water,  identify  42,380  acres  of  the  Navajo 
Sandstone  aquifer  from  Leeds  south  and  west  to  the  Ivins  area,  and 
Water  Canyon  and  Maxwell  Canyon  north  of  Hildale  as  municipal 
watersheds.  Restrict  or  mitigate  all  uses  in  these  areas  that  would 
degrade  water  quality.  Do  not  allow  use  of  these  areas  as  hazardous 
material  or  sanitary  land  fill  sites.  Restrict  fluid  minerals 
exploration  by  special  stipulations  requiring  casing  the  hole  and  by 
cement  plugs  or  other  methods  to  prevent  mixing  of  low  quality  water 
with  the  Navajo  aquifer.  Complete  an  activity  plan  on  these  areas  in 
coordination  with  local  and  State  governments. 

13.  Acquire  2,825  acres  of  land  which  contain  riparian  resources. 
Acquire  this  land  to  block  up  riparian  areas  where  the  BLM  is  the  major 
landowner  and/or  the  riparian  resources  are  of  high  public  value  for 
T&E  species,  water  quality  maintenance,  wildlife  habitat  and 
recreation. 
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Virgin  River  Quail  Creek  to  confluence  with  Ash  Creek  (800  acres) 
Outstanding  recreational  opportunities 
Woundfin  minnow 
Desert  tortoise  habitat 
Riparian  vegetation 
Water  quality 
Cultural  resources 

Virgin  River  at  the  State  line  (470  acres) 
Wilderness  values 
Riparian  vegetation 
Rafting  and  kayaking 
Woundfin  minnow  habitat 
Wildlife  habitat 

Santa  Clara  River  -  Gunlock  (45  acres) 
Recreation  opportunities 
Riparian  vegetation 
Wildlife  habitat 
Water  quality 

Santa  Clara  River  -  Land  Hill  (140  acres) 
Cultural  Resources 
Recreation  opportunities 
Virgin  River  spinedace  habitat 
Riparian  vegetation 
Water  quality 

West  Fork  Beaver  Dam  Wash  (various  locations  100  acres) 
Cold  water  fisheries 
Water  quality 
Recreation  opportunities 
Riparian  vegetation 
Wildlife  habitat 

East  Fork  Beaver  Dam  Wash  (various  locations  895  acres) 
Nongame  fisheries 
Water  quality 
Recreation  opportunities 
Riparian  vegetation 
Wildlife  habitat 

Gould  Wash  (30  acres) 

Riparian  vegetation 
Wildlife  habitat 
Recreational  opportunities 
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LaVerkin  Creek  (345  acres) 
Wildlife  habitat 
Virgin  River  spinedace  habitat 
Water  quality 
Riparian  vegetation 
Recreation  opportunities 

14.  OHV  Designations  in  riparian  areas.  Prevent  degradation  of 
valuable  riparian  areas  from  OHV  use,  while  providing  limited  access 
for  high  value  recreation  areas  (hunting,  camping,  racing,  picnicking) 
and  administrative  purposes. 

All  riparian  areas  would  be  closed  or  limited  to  OHV  use  consistent 
with  other  surface  management  objectives. 

Maintain  limited  access  in  the  North  Creek  Riparian  Demonstration  Area. 

Maintain  limited  access  along  the  Virgin  River  and  Santa  Clara  River. 

Maintain  closed  and  limited  OHV  categories  in  Fort  Pearce  Wash  per  the 
OHV  map. 

15.  Fluid  mineral  categories  in  riparian  areas. 

Require  no  surface  occupancy  for  oil  and  gas  leases  .25  mile  wide  on 
each  side  of  center  line  on  all  riparian  areas  except  on  the  West  Fork 
Beaver  Dam  Wash,  which  would  be  .50  mile  wide  of  center  line. 

16.  Designate  the  following  four  ACECs  for  the  protection  of  riparian 
habitat  systems  (see  Appendix  1): 

Santa  Clara  River  -  Gunlock 
Values  as  listed  in  item  13,  above. 

Santa  Clara  River  -  Land  Hill 
Values  as  listed  in  item  13,  above. 

Lower  Virgin  River 

Habitat  for  the  Endangered  Woundfin  minnow 

Cultural  resources 

Riparian  vegetation 

Recreation  opportunities 

Wildlife  habitat 

Water  quality 

Warner  Ridge-Fort  Pearce 

Virgin  River  spinedace  habitat 

Wildlife  habitat 

Water  quality 

Spotted  bat 

Recreation  opportunities 
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17.  Camping  would  not  be  allowed  within  X  mile  of  a  natural  or  man  made 
water  in  such  a  place  that  wildlife  or  domestic  stock  will  be  denied 
access  to  the  only  reasonably  available  water. 


WATER  MANAGEMENT 

General  Management  Guidance 

Watershed  control  structures  in  place  prior  to  the  RMP  would  be 
evaluated  and  maintained  where  required. 

BLM  would  take  appropriate  actions  to  maintain  the  water  quality  of 
streams  which  meet  or  exceed  state  and  Federal  water  quality  standards, 
including  designated  beneficial  uses  and  anti-degradation 
requirements.  Management  to  improve  water  quality  would  be  implemented 
in  areas  not  meeting  appropriate  water  quality  standards. 

BLM  would  monitor  existing  water  quality  and  watershed  conditions  and 
identify  watersheds  that  contribute  high  salt  and  sediment  loads  to  the 
Colorado  River  basin.  Water  quality  data  entered  on  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (EPA)  STORET  computer  data  base  program  would  be 
maintained.  BLM  would  also  maintain  a  water  quantity  data  base. 

BLM  would  maintain  water  rights  files  and  a  water  rights  data  base. 
BLM  has  participated  in  water  rights  adjudication  proceedings  in 
cooperation  with  the  Utah  State  Division  of  Water  Rights  and  would 
continue  to  cooperate  with  the  state  as  updates  are  made.  BLM  would 
continue  to  obtain  new  water  rights  to  benefit  public  resources  and  to 
further  resource  management  objectives. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  Increase  vegetative  cover  on  114,000  acres  identified  by  the  Phase 
I  Watershed  Survey  as  having  the  potential  for  cover  to  increase  and 
the  Soil  Surface  Factor  (SSF)  class  to  decline  from  moderate  to  slight. 

2.  Restrict  or  mitigate  surface  uses  that  would  disturb  vegetative 
cover  on  the  City  Creek  and  Frog  Hollow  watersheds. 

3.  Retain  in  public  control  the  three  flood  control  structures  on  the 
Warner  Valley  PL566  projects. 

4.  Restrict  surface  uses  on  the  Curly  Hollow  critical  watershed  which 
could  break  up  the  cryptogamic  crust. 

5.  Classify  and  manage  approximately  seven  miles  of  West  Fork  Beaver 
Dam  Wash  and  associated  watershed  as  a  water  protection  zone  under 
special  management  as  an  ACEC. 
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6.  Identify  the  Navajo  Sandstone  aquifer  from  Leeds  south  and  west  to 
Ivins  area  and  Water  Canyon  and  Maxwell  Canyon  north  of  Hi  1  dale  as 
municipal  watersheds. 

7.  Restrict  any  uses  that  would  degrade  water  quality  to  ensure  the 
continued  existence  of  high  quality  water  within  the  Navajo  Sandstone 
aquifer.  Coordinate  with  local  and  state  governments  in  developing  an 
activity  plan  which  would  prevent  activities  on  the  Navajo  Sandstone 
aquifer  which  could  degrade  water  quality. 

8.  Fluid  mineral  exploration  on  the  Navajo  Sandstone  aquifer  would  be 
restricted  by  a  special  stipulation  requiring  casing  of  the  hole,  and 
use  of  cement  plugs  to  prevent  migration  of  low  quality  water  into 
high  quality  water,  or  by  other  methods  which  would  achieve  this  water 
quality  objective. 

9.  No  hazardous  material  or  landfill  sites  would  be  approved  on  the 
Navajo  Sandstone  aquifer. 

10.  NSO  fluid  mineral  category  would  be  used  to  protect  all  streams 

11.  Apply  mitigation  to  locatable  mining  and  mineral  material  sales 
activities  as  necessary  to  prevent  water  quality  degradation. 


SOIL  MANAGEMENT 

General  Management  Guidance 

Soil  resources  management  would  be  designed  to  protect  the  soil 
resource  on  site  and  to  maintain  or  increase  soil  productivity. 

The  BLM  would  maintain  the  soil  data  base  by  updating  ecological  site 
descriptions  as  appropriate. 

Watershed  control  structures  would  be  maintained  and  new  ones 
constructed  as  required. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  Continue  to  manage  the  resource  area  to  increase  cover  and  enhance 
watershed  values  on  114,000  acres  identified  by  the  Phase  I  watershed 
survey  as  having  the  potential  for  vegetative  cover  to  increase  and  the 
Soil  Surface  Factor  (SSF)  class  to  decline  from  moderate  to  slight. 

2.  Maintain  the  vegetative  cover  within  the  watersheds  of  City  Creek 
and  Frog  Hollow.  Restrict  surface  uses  that  would  disturb  or  destroy 
vegetative  cover  by  appropriate  mitigation. 

3.  Retain  in  public  ownership,  sites  for  Warner  Valley  PL566  projects 
which  were  built  to  prevent  flood  damage  in  the  Washington  Fields  area. 
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4.  Designate  Red  Bluff  and  Warner  Ridge  as  ACECs  to  protect  saline 
soils  with  high  and  erosion  potential. 


AIR  QUALITY  MANAGEMENT 

General  Management  Guidance 

Manage  actions  on  public  lands  to  meet  air  quality  standards  prescribed 
by  Federal,  state  and  local  laws.  Comply  with  National  Ambient  Air 
Quality  Standards  and  Significant  Air  Quality  Deterioration  Regulations 

Acknowledge  the  present  high  quality  air  as  a  deteriorating  resource 
and  apply  appropriate  protective  mitigation  to  authorized  activities. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  Require  mitigating  measures  on  surface  disturbing  activities  to 
limit  dust,  smoke,  etc. 

WILDLIFE  HABITAT  MANAGEMENT 

General  Management  Guidance 

Manage  habitat  to  provide  for  biological  diversity  of  plant  and  animal 
species. 

Manage  specific  habitat  areas  for  habitat  components,  i.e.,  food, 
water,  cover,  space  requirements  to  support  identified  target  species. 

Manage  big  game  habitat  for  those  population  levels  established  by  DWR 
which  are  consistent  with  other  RMP  objectives  and  decisions  and 
environmentally  sound  management  principles. 

Manage  habitat  for  the  nonconsumptive  enjoyment  of  wildlife  and  for 
nongame  species  as  well  as  for  hunting  and  game  species. 

Riparian  and  aquatic  habitats  would  be  managed  to  preserve,  protect, 
and  restore  natural  functions  as  well  as  for  human  use  and  enjoyment. 

Protect  known  raptor  sites  from  human  disturbances  to  the  extent 
practical  consistent  with  other  land  use  decisions  in  the  RMP. 

Cooperate  with  UDWR  to  reestablish  or  redistribute  wildlife  species 
within  identified  habitat  areas  consistent  with  RMP  objectives  and 
decisions. 
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Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  Manage  mule  deer  habitat  as  outlined  in  habitat  management  plans. 
The  habitat  management  plan  (HMP)  objectives  to  benefit  deer  which  have 
not  been  completed  include  a  500-acre  chaining  at  Potter's  Peak  to 
improve  the  diversity  and  palatability  of  browse  species  on  deer  winter 
range,  ponding  of  excess  water  at  new  pipeline  terminuses  and  fencing  a 
portion  of  those  ponds  to  increase  cover  around  those  waters,  and 
allowing  greenwood  cutting  on  7,500  acres  of  critical  deer  winter  range 
to  slow  encroachment  of  pinyon  and  juniper. 

2.  Manage  desert  bighorn  sheep  habitat  as  outlined  in  HMPs  except  in 
allotments  where  domestic  sheep  permits  are  valid.  The  HMP  objectives 
to  benefit  bighorn  sheep  which  have  not  been  completed  include  the 
construction  of  14  water  catchments  in  Beaver  Dam  and  Red  Mountains  to 
enhance  109,000  acres  of  current  and  potential  habitat. 

3.  Present  wildlife  habitat  area  boundaries  would  be  maintained  for 
developed  HMPs. 

4.  Manage  Gambel's  Quail  Habitat  as  outlined  in  HMPs.  The  HMP 
objectives  to  benefit  quail  habitat  which  have  not  been  completed 
include  the  construction  of  11  water  catchments  in  areas  presently 
without  permanent  water  to  improve  7,000  acres  of  habitat,  ponding  of 
excess  water  at  new  pipeline  terminuses  and  fencing  a  portion  of  those 
ponds  to  increase  cover  around  those  waters,  and  planting  and  fencing 
45  acres  of  fourwing  sal  thrush  and  desert  almond  to  improve  quail  brood 
habitat  by  increasing  vegetation  density  from  25  to  35  percent. 

5.  Provide  large  blocks  of  public  lands  with  improved  wildlife 
management  capabilities  and  reduce  the  possibility  of  developments  on 
private  parcels  which  could  adversely  affect  wildlife  through 
acquisition  and  management  of  5,270  acres: 

Deep  Creek  drainage,  Black  Ridge,  Red  Mountain 

Deep  Creek  acquisitions  would  provide  an  additional  5,030  acres  of 
important  deer  and  elk  summer  range  and  habitat  for  turkey,  band-tailed 
pigeon,  cougar,  and  trout.  The  Black  Ridge  acquisition  would  be  160 
acres  of  critical  deer  winter  range,  and  the  Red  Mountain  acquisition 
would  be  80  acres  of  bighorn  sheep  habitat. 

6.  Apply  a  fluid  minerals  category  2  seasonal  stipulation  (closure 
Nov.  1  to  April  15)  on  17,700  acres  of  critical  big  game  winter  range. 
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7.  Limit  OHV  use  to  prevent  deterioration  of  wildlife  and  riparian 
habitat,  soil  compaction,  and  harassment  of  wildlife  in  the  following 
(27,400)  acres: 

Santa  Clara  Creek  between  Gunlock  Reservoir  and  Santa  Clara, 
Washington  allotment,  Alger  Hollow  allotment.  Red  Cliffs 
allotment.  Sandstone  Mountain  allotment,  Yellow  Knolls 
allotment. 

8.  Close  to  OHV  use  the  Fort  Pearce  Wash  between  the  Fort  Pearce  ruins 
and  the  Arizona  State  line  to  protect  riparian  and  wildlife  habitat 
including  spotted  bat  habitat. 

9.  Adjust  livestock  grazing  systems  and/or  categories  on  36,325  acres 
where  monitoring  studies  show  that  wildlife  habitat  (primarily  deer 
winter  range  and  desert  tortoise  habitat)  is  being  adversely  impacted 
by  livestock  grazing  (Pintura,  Washington,  Minera  Wash,  Gunlock,  Alger 
Hollow,  Red  Cliffs,  and  Yellow  Knolls  Allotments).  Conduct  additional 
monitoring  studies  on  those  allotments  and  if  habitat  problems 
continue,  then  make  changes  in  livestock  grazing  management.  Those 
allotments  are  presently  C  or  M  category.  They  would  be  changed  to  I 
category  and  changes  in  grazing  systems  would  be  made,  either  season  of 
use  or  combining  of  allotments  to  create  pastures. 

10.  Develop  30  new  wildlife  waters  to  improve  wildlife  habitat  for  deer 
and  other  species. 

11.  In  cooperation  with  Department  of  Wildlife  Resources  (DWR), 
transplant  20-30  bighorn  sheep  on  Red  Mountain  (20,000  acres)  and  40-50 
elk  on  Cedar  Mountain  (7,000  acres). 

12.  Describe  ecological  sites  for  program  consistency:  include  detailed 
information  on  a  given  site  such  as  forage  production  potential, 
vegetation  composition,  and  erosion  potential. 

13.  Revise  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  HMP  to  incorporate  recommendations  and 
actions  identified  in  this  RMP.  Develop  a  new  West  Zion  HMP  to  manage 
192,200  acres  in  eastern  Washington  County  which  are  currently  outside 
of  existing  HMP  boundaries. 

14.  Utilize  prescribed  fire  to  improve  vegetative  composition  to 
benefit  wildlife  habitat  for  big  game  and  other  species. 

15.  Continue  to  protect  and  develop  viable  fisheries  habitat  wherever 
possible.  Require  bridges  and  culverts  where  necessary  to  permit 
adequate  fish  passage. 
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THREATENED  AND  ENDANGERED  SPECIES  MANAGEMENT 

General  Management  Guidance 

Management  actions  would  be  designed  to  protect  and  conserve  all 
Federal  listed  Threatened  and  Endangered  and  candidate  plant  and  animal 
species  and  their  habitats,  as  provided  by  law,  and  to  increase  such 
populations  where  opportunities  are  present. 

No  management  activities  would  be  authorized  on  public  lands  that  would 
jeopardize  the  existence  of  species  that  are  listed,  are  officially 
proposed  for  listing,  or  are  candidates  for  listing  as  Federal  T&E 
species. 

Manage  habitat  for  Federal  listed  T&E  and  candidate  species  according 
to  current  laws  and  regulations  with  emphasis  on  retention  of  public 
lands  with  T&E  species  and  Section  7  consultation  on  all  projects  which 
could  impact  T&E  species. 

Cooperate  with  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  in 
writing  recovery  plans  for  T&E  species. 

Consult  with  USFWS  under  Section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

In  decision  making,  give  priority  to  protection  of  Federal  listed  T&E 
and  candidate  species  and  their  habitats. 

Sensitive  species  listed  by  the  State  of  Utah  would  be  managed  in 
accordance  with  their  value  relative  to  other  resources  and  resource 
uses  and  consistent  with  RMP  decisions. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  Acquire  9,415  acres  of  land  to  benefit  T&E  wildlife  species  north 
of  St.  George  and  on  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope. 

2.  Where  habitat  conflicts  arise  between  T&E  animal  species  and  other 
resource  uses,  give  priority  to  protection  of  T&E  species. 

3.  Retain  all  T&E  and  candidate  species  habitat  in  public  ownership 
unless  disposal  can  be  shown  to  benefit  such  species  (Section  7 
consultation  determination).  Dispose  of  T&E  habitat  only  if  better 
quality  habitat  would  be  acquired  or  if  disposal  is  made  to  another 
Federal  or  state  agency  or  private  organization  whose  primary  function 
is  to  protect  such  species  and  their  habitats. 

4.  Establish  four  ACECs  to  benefit  T&E  species: 

Beaver  Dam  Slope,  City  Creek,  Lower  Virgin  River,  Warner  Ridge 

These  areas  contain  some  of  the  most  important  habitat  for  desert 
tortoise,  woundfin  minnow,  Virgin  river  chub,  and  spotted  bat. 
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5.  Adjust  livestock  grazing  systems  and/or  categories  on  allotments 
where  future  monitoring  studies  show  that  T&E  habitat  is  being 
adversely  impacted  by  livestock  grazing.  Adjustments  would  include 
changing  allotment  category  to  I  if  presently  a  C  or  M  category 
allotment,  changing  the  season  of  use  to  avoid  direct  competition  with 
a  T&E  species,  combining  allotments  to  reduce  grazing  pressure  on 
problem  allotments,  and  comparable  changes. 

6.  Identify  instream  flow  requirements  needed  to  benefit  T&E  fish 
species  on  Virgin  River,  Santa  Clara  River,  West  Fork  Beaver  Dam  Wash, 
East  Fork  Beaver  Dam  Wash,  LaVerkin  Creek,  North  Creek,  Ash  Creek  and 
Deep  Creek.  Ensure  water  is  available  in  the  stream  to  meet  the  needs 
of  the  fish. 

7.  Designate  Dwarf  bear  poppy  and  Siler  cactus  plant  habitat  shown  in 
appendix  7  as  category  3  (no  surface  occupancy)  for  oil  and  gas 
leasing. 

8.  Eliminate  OHV  use  on  5,813  acres  as  shown  on  the  OHV  map  to  protect 
Dwarf  bear  poppy  and  Siler  cactus  plant  habitat  (includes  the  Red  Bluff 
AC EC). 

9.  Initiate  a  public  education  program  concerning  T&E  species. 
Include  information  on  T&E  species,  their  significance,  and  why  they 
should  be  protected.  Utilize  appropriate  media  to  reach  user  groups, 
students,  or  other  target  groups. 

10.  Establish  two  ACECs  to  protect  endangered  plant  habitat  (see 
Appendix  1 ) : 

Red  Bluff,  Warner  Ridge 

Provide  special  management  for  these  two  large  populations  of  plants  to 
keep  overall  disturbances  on  these  areas  minimal. 

11.  Recommend  mineral  withdrawal  on  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  desert 
tortoise  critical  habitat  area  to  protect  it  from  disturbances 
associated  with  potential  mineral  development. 

12.  Place  oil  and  gas  leasing  category  3  (no  surface  occupancy)  on 
desert  tortoise  habitat  identified  on  the  T&E  species  map  (see  appendix 
10)  to  protect  critical  and  high  density  tortoise  habitat  from  surface 
disturbances  associated  with  oil  and  gas  development. 

13.  Limit  or  close  to  OHV  use  (as  shown  on  map  in  appendix  10)  the 
following  allotments  to  protect  the  desert  tortoise  and  its  habitat: 

Alger  Hollow,  Washington,  Yellow  Knolls,  Red  Cliffs,  Sandstone 
Mountain,  Beaver  Dam  Slope  and  Castle  Cliffs. 


128 


14.  Acquire  a  nondevelopment  easement  on  nonpublic  land  from  Quail 
Creek  Reservoir  to  Washington  Fields  diversion  within  the  100-year 
floodplain  to  protect  the  habitat  of  the  woundfin  minnow  and  to  protect 
other  wildlife,  recreation,  and  riparian  values,  and  to  protect  the 
floodplain  thereby  reducing  potential  flood  damage. 


FIRE  MANAGEMENT 

General  Management  Guidance 

Fires  would  be  suppressed  where  necessary  to  protect  life,  property, 
and  resource  values  in  accordance  with  the  Cedar  City  BLM  Fire 
Management  Plan. 

Prescribed  fire  could  be  used  to  meet  resource  management  objectives. 


Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  Full  suppression  action  would  be  taken  on  all  areas  not  designated 
and  approved  for  special  suppression  action  or  prescribed  fire. 

2.  Vehicular  suppression  activities  would  be  conducted  in  accordance 
with  OHV  designation  restrictions  where  practical. 


HAZARDOUS  WASTE  MANAGEMENT 

General  Management  Guidance 

Keep  the  public  lands  free  from  unauthorized  hazardous  material 
generation,  storage,  and  transport. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  Maintain  an  inventory  of  authorized  activities  utilizing  hazardous 
waste  on  public  lands  or  transporting  such  materials  across  public 
lands. 

TRANSPORTATION  MANAGEMENT 

General  Management  Guidance 

Manage  the  BLM  road  and  trail  system  as  arteries  for  resource 
management  purposes,  recreation  and  appropriate  access.  Maintain 
necessary  BLM  roads  and  trails  consistent  with  RMP  prescriptions. 
Reclaim  unnecessary  roads  and  trails.  Construct  new  roads  and  trails 
if  necessary  for  resource  management  purposes. 
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Restrict  use  of  roads  and  trails  by  type  of  vehicle,  means  of  travel, 
season  of  use,  or  other  measures  necessary  to  meet  resource  management 
objectives. 

Where  existing  roads  and  trails  would  meet  administrative  and  public 
access  needs,  and  additional  roads  and  trails  would  not  be  consistent 
with  resource  management  objectives,  place  priority  on  acquiring  the 
necessary  access  rather  than  constructing  new  roads  and  trails. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  Develop  an  activity  level  transportation  plan  to  enhance  the 
transportation  system  throughout  the  resource  area.  Determine 
restrictions  on  vehicular  use,  maintenance  responsibilities,  widths  of 
rights-of-way,  and  administrative  and  public  access  needs. 

AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACECs)  require  custom 
management  prescriptions  to  protect  relevant  and  important  resources 
and  resolve  resource  conflicts.  These  prescriptions  contain  specific 
measures  to  protect  the  important  values  from  the  potential  effects  of 
other  actions  permitted  under  the  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP). 

The  following  table  summarizes  the  areas  to  be  designated  under  the 
Proposed  Plan. 


AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 


AREA  NAME 

CRITICAL  CONCERNS 

ACRES 

Red  Bluff 

Endangered  plant  species  (Dwarf 
bear  poppy);  Colorado  River 
salinity  control  (saline  soils) 

6,010 

Warner  Ridge  - 

Endangered  plant  species  (Dwarf 

3,690 

Fort  Pearce 

bear  poppy,  Siler  cactus) 
Colorado  River  salinity  control 
(saline  soils);  riparian  system; 
candidate  animal  species 
(Spotted  bat) 

Santa  Clara  River  - 

Riparian  system;  cultural 

1.790 

Gunlock  Section 

resources  (Virgin  Anasazi  and 
Paiute  riverine  sites)  wildlife 
habitat;  candidate  fish  species 
(Virgin  River  spinedace) 
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AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 
(continued) 


AREA  NAME 

CRITICAL  CONCERNS 

ACRES 

Santa  Clara  River  - 

Riparian  system;  cultural 

1,770 

Land  Hill 

resources  (Virgin  Anasazi  and 
Paiute  riverine  sites)  wildlife 
habitat;  candidate  fish  species 
(Virgin  River  spinedace); 
petroglyphs 

Lower  Virgin  River 

Riparian  system;  endangered 
fish  (Woundfin  minnow)  and 
(Virgin  River  Chub);  cultural 
resources  (Virgin  Anasazi  riverine 
sites);  wildlife  habitat 

1.460 

Little  Creek 

Cultural  resources  (Virgin  Anasazi 

18,455 

Mountain 

upland  sites) 

Canaan  Mountain 

National  scenic  resources 

31.870 

Red  Mountain 

National  scenic  resources 

5,480 

Beaver  Dam  Slope 

Threatened  animal  species 
(Desert  tortoise);  National 
Natural  Landmark 

26,960 

City  Creek 

Threatened  animal  species 
(Desert  tortoise);  community 
watershed;  wildlife  habitat 

2,595 

Upper  Beaver  Dam 

Watershed,  riparian,  and  wildlife 

30.360 

Wash 

values 

RED  BLUFF  AREA  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 

General  Management  Guidance 

The  Red  Bluff  ACEC  is  located  five  miles  southwest  of  St.  George  and 
includes  6,010  acres  of  public  land.  The  Red  Bluff  area  contains 
saline  soils  which,  although  protected  by  a  cryptogamic  surface,  are 
easily  disturbed  and  highly  vulnerable  to  erosion.  This  habitat 
supports  an  endemic  population  of  the  Endangered  Dwarf  bear  poppy 
(Arctomecon  humilis).  A  research  study  was  established  in  1987,  and 
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the  area  is  considered  to  be  a  key  area  to  monitor  population  trends 
throughout  the  Dwarf  bear  poppy  range. 

The  ACEC  would  be  managed  to  protect  the  saline  soils  and  Threatened 
and  Endangered  (T&E)  plants  from  off-highway  vehicle  (OHV)  use,  mining 
activities,  and  other  surface  disturbances  which  would  result  in 
adverse  impacts. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  The  ACEC  would  be  in  Category  3,  no  surface  occupancy  (NSO)  for 
fluid  mineral  leasing. 

2.  The  area  would  be  closed  to  mineral  material  sales. 

3.  The  area  would  be  recommended  for  withdrawal  from  locatable  mineral 
entry. 

4.  The  ACEC  would  be  managed  as  a  right-of-way  avoidance  area. 

5.  Lands  would  be  acquired  to  further  the  resource  objectives  for  the 
ACEC  and  to  increase  manageability  of  the  area.  Public  lands  within 
the  ACEC  would  not  be  disposed  of. 

6.  The  ACEC  would  be  closed  to  the  use  of  forest  products  and  other 
vegetative  materials. 

7.  Livestock  grazing  systems  and  categories  on  allotments  where 
monitoring  studies  show  that  T&E  habitat  is  being  adversely  affected  by 
grazing  would  be  adjusted.  Adjustments  would  include  changing 
allotment  category  to  I  if  presently  a  C  or  M  category  allotment, 
changing  the  season  of  use  to  avoid  direct  competition  with  a  T&E 
species,  combining  allotments  to  reduce  grazing  pressure  on  problem 
allotments,  and  comparable  changes. 

8.  The  area  would  be  managed  as  visual  resource  management  (VRM) 
Class  II  and  IV. 

9.  The  ACEC  would  be  designated  closed  with  respect  to  off-highway 
vehicle  use.  The  area  would  be  managed  to  accommodate  visitor  use  in  a 
manner  consistent  with  habitat  maintenance. 

10.  Stipulations  to  protect  the  cryptogamic  soils  would  be  included  in 
authorized  activities. 

11.  The  area  would  be  managed  to  accommodate  research  on  the  Dwarf  bear 
poppy  and  to  maintain  or  improve  the  existing  populations. 
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WARNER  RIDGE  -  FORT  PEARCE  AREA  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 

General  Management  Guidance 

The  Warner  Ridge  -  Fort  Pearce  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 
is  located  five  miles  east  of  St.  George  and  includes  3,690  acres  of 
public  land.  The  Warner  Ridge  area  contains  saline  soils  which, 
although  protected  by  a  cryptogamic  surface,  are  easily  disturbed  and 
highly  vulnerable  to  erosion.  This  habitat  supports  an  endemic 
population  of  the  Endangered  Dwarf  bear  poppy  (Arctomecon  humilis).  and 
a  population  of  the  Threatened  Siler  cactus.  A  research  study 
evaluating  the  pollinators  of  the  Dwarf  bear  poppy  and  Siler  cactus 
(Pediocactus  sileri)  was  established  in  1987.  The  ACEC  also  provides 
habitat  for  the  Candidate  species  Spotted  bat  and  for  the  Gila 
monster.  Fort  Pearce  Wash  is  a  fair  to  good  condition  riparian  area 
used  by  resident  and  migrating  waterfowl,  raptors  and  nongame  bird 
species. 

The  ACEC  would  be  managed  to  protect  populations  of  Dwarf  bear  poppy, 
Siler  cactus.  Spotted  bat  and  Gila  monster  in  the  Warner  Ridge  area 
from  habitat  degradation  due  to  off-highway  vehicle  use,  gypsum  mineral 
development,  and  other  surface  disturbances. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  The  ACEC  would  be  in  Category  3  NSO  for  fluid  mineral  leasing. 

2.  The  area  would  be  closed  to  mineral  material  sales. 

3.  The  area  would  be  recommended  for  withdrawal  from  locatable  mineral 
entry. 

4.  The  ACEC  would  be  managed  as  a  right-of-way  avoidance  area. 

5.  Lands  would  be  acquired  to  further  the  resource  objectives  for  the 
ACEC  and  to  increase  manageability  of  the  area.  Public  lands  within 
the  ACEC  would  not  be  disposed  of. 

6.  The  ACEC  would  be  closed  to  the  use  of  forest  products  and  other 
vegetative  materials. 

7.  Livestock  grazing  systems  and  categories  on  allotments  where 
monitoring  studies  show  that  T&E  habitat  is  being  adversely  affected  by 
grazing  would  be  adjusted.  Adjustments  would  include  changing 
allotment  category  to  I  if  presently  a  C  or  M  category  allotment, 
changing  the  season  of  use  to  avoid  direct  competition  with  a  T&E 
species,  combining  allotments  to  reduce  grazing  pressure  on  problem 
allotments,  and  comparable  changes.  Adjustments  may  also  be  made  if 
necessary  to  maintain  or  improve  riparian  values. 

8.  The  area  would  be  managed  as  VRM  Class  II. 
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9.  Fort  Pearce  Historic  Site  would  be  managed  to  accommodate  visitor 
use  and  provide  interpretive  information. 

10.  The  ACEC  would  be  designated  closed  with  respect  to  off-highway 
vehicle  use.  The  ACEC  overlaps  with  the  Red  Cliffs  -  Sand  Mountain 
Special  Recreation  Management  Area  (SRMA).  Where  this  occurs,  SRMA 
management  would  be  consistent  with  ACEC  management  objectives  and 
prescriptions. 

11.  Stipulations  to  protect  the  cryptogamic  soils  would  be  included  in 
authorized  activities. 

12.  The  ACEC  would  be  managed  to  maintain  or  improve  riparian  habitat 
values  along  Fort  Pearce  Wash. 

13.  The  ACEC  would  be  managed  to  accommodate  research  on  the  Dwarf  bear 
poppy  and  other  T&E  species,  while  maintaining  or  improving  habitat  for 
these  species. 


SANTA  CLARA  RIVER  -  GUNLOCK  AREA  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 

General  Management  Guidance 

The  Santa  Clara  River  -  Gunlock  ACEC  is  located  15  miles  northwest  of 
St.  George  and  includes  a  2.5  mile  section  of  the  Santa  Clara  River  and 
1,790  acres  of  public  land.  This  area  contains  cultural  resources 
including  rare  Anasazi  riverine  sites.  The  river  receives  a  high  level 
of  informal  recreation  use  and  vandalism  is  an  ongoing  problem. 

Also  of  concern  are  the  riparian  system,  wildlife,  and  fisheries 
values.  The  Virgin  and  Santa  Clara  Rivers  (and  reservoirs  along  these 
rivers)  provide  most  of  the  wintering  habitat  for  waterfowl  in 
Washington  County  along  with  important  habitat  for  raptors  and  nongame 
bird  species.  The  Santa  Clara  River  is  habitat  for  the  Virgin  River 
spinedace  (Leoidomeda  mollispinis) .  a  candidate  species  which  occurs 
only  in  the  Virgin  River  system. 

The  ACEC  would  be  managed  to  reduce  vandalism,  provide  protection  or 
conservation  of  cultural  sites  and  data,  provide  educational  and 
recreational  use  opportunities,  and  ensure  instream  flows  sufficient  to 
maintain  or  improve  riparian,  fisheries,  and  wildlife  habitat  values. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  The  ACEC  would  be  in  Categories  3  and  2  for  fluid  mineral  leasing. 
In  addition  to  NSC,  special  stipulations  to  protect  water  quality 
within  the  Navajo  Sandstone  aquifer  would  be  applied. 

2.  The  area  would  be  closed  to  mineral  material  sales. 
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3.  The  area  would  not  be  recommended  for  withdrawal  from  locatable 
mineral  entry. 

4.  The  ACEC  would  be  managed  as  a  right-of-way  avoidance  area. 

5.  Lands  would  be  acquired  to  further  the  resource  objectives  for  the 
ACEC  and  to  increase  manageability  of  the  area.  Public  lands  within 
the  ACEC  would  not  be  disposed  of. 

6.  The  ACEC  would  be  closed  to  the  use  of  forest  products  and  other 
vegetative  materials.  Gathering  of  wood  for  campfires  would  also  be 
prohibited. 

7.  Livestock  grazing  systems  and  categories  on  allotments  where 
monitoring  studies  show  that  T&E  habitat  is  being  adversely  affected  by 
grazing  would  be  adjusted.  Adjustments  would  include  changing 
allotment  category  to  I  if  presently  a  C  or  M  category  allotment, 
changing  the  season  of  use  to  avoid  direct  competition  with  a  T&E 
species,  combining  allotments  to  reduce  grazing  pressure  on  problem 
allotments,  and  comparable  changes.  Adjustments  may  also  be  made  if 
necessary  to  maintain  or  improve  riparian  values. 

8.  The  area  would  be  managed  as  VRM  Class  II. 

9.  Selected  archeological  sites  would  be  interpreted  for  educational 
use.  Other  sites  would  be  conserved  or  managed  according  to  activity 
plan  prescriptions.  Surveillance  and  other  law  enforcement  measures 
would  be  utilized  to  deter  vandalism.  Cooperative  agreements  for  the 
purpose  of  interpreting,  protecting,  or  otherwise  managing 
archeological  resources  in  their  natural  context  may  be  utilized  if 
consistent  with  other  ACEC  prescriptions  and  ACEC  management 
objectives.  Concessionaire  management  of  archeological  resources  would 
not  be  authorized. 

10.  The  ACEC  would  be  designated  Limited  with  respect  to  off-highway 
vehicle  use.  OHV  use  would  be  limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails. 
Seasonal  OHV  restrictions  to  protect  riparian  habitat  values  would  be 
applied  as  needed.  The  ACEC  overlaps  with  the  Red  Mountain  Special 
Recreation  management  Area.  Where  this  occurs,  SRMA  management  would 
be  consistent  with  ACEC  management  objectives  and  prescriptions. 
Camping  may  be  limited  to  designated  areas.  Visitor  use  would  be 
managed  as  necessary  to  maintain  or  improve  riparian  and  archeological 
values. 

11.  Instream  flow  requirements  would  be  quantified  and  water  rights 
would  be  acquired.  New  surface  water  withdrawals  would  be  prohibited, 
and  diversion  points  would  be  relocated. 

12.  The  ACEC  would  be  managed  to  maintain  or  improve  riparian  habitat 
values. 
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SANTA  CLARA  RIVER  -  LAND  HILL  AREA  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 

General  Management  Guidance 

The  Land  Hill  ACEC  is  located  along  a  3  mile  stretch  of  the  Santa  Clara 
River  just  west  of  Santa  Clara  and  includes  1,770  acres  of  public 
land.  This  area  contains  cultural  values  including  rock  art.  The 
river  receives  a  high  level  of  informal  recreation  use  and  vandalism  is 
an  ongoing  problem. 

Also  of  concern  are  the  riparian  system,  wildlife,  and  fisheries 
values.  The  Virgin  and  Santa  Clara  Rivers  (and  reservoirs  along  these 
rivers)  provide  most  of  the  wintering  habitat  for  waterfowl  in 
Washington  County  along  with  important  habitat  for  raptors  and  nongame 
bird  species.  The  Santa  Clara  River  is  habitat  for  the  Virgin  River 
spinedace  (Leoidomeda  mollispinis) .  a  candidate  species  which  occurs 
only  in  the  Virgin  River  system. 

The  ACEC  would  be  managed  to  reduce  vandalism,  provide  protection  or 
conservation  of  cultural  sites  and  data,  provide  educational  and 
recreational  use  opportunities,  and  ensure  instream  flows  sufficient  to 
maintain  or  improve  riparian,  fisheries,  and  wildlife  habitat  values. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  The  ACEC  would  be  in  Category  3  NSO  for  fluid  mineral  leasing. 

2.  The  area  would  be  closed  to  mineral  material  sales. 

3.  The  area  would  not  be  recommended  for  withdrawal  from  locatable 
mineral  entry. 

4.  The  ACEC  would  be  managed  as  a  right-of-way  avoidance  area. 

5.  Lands  would  be  acquired  to  further  the  resource  objectives  for  the 
ACEC  and  to  increase  manageability  of  the  area.  Public  lands  within 
the  ACEC  would  not  be  disposed  of. 

6.  The  ACEC  would  be  closed  to  the  use  of  forest  products  and  other 
vegetative  materials.  Gathering  of  wood  for  campfires  would  also  be 
prohibited. 

7.  Livestock  grazing  systems  and  categories  on  allotments  where 
monitoring  studies  show  that  T&E  habitat  is  being  adversely  affected  by 
grazing  would  be  adjusted.  Adjustments  would  include  changing 
allotment  category  to  I  if  presently  a  C  or  M  category  allotment, 
changing  the  season  of  use  to  avoid  direct  competition  with  a  T&E 
species,  combining  allotments  to  reduce  grazing  pressure  on  problem 
allotments,  and  comparable  changes.  Adjustments  may  also  be  made  if 
necessary  to  maintain  or  improve  riparian  values. 
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8.  The  area  would  be  managed  as  VRM  Class  II  and  IV. 

9.  Selected  archeological  sites  would  be  interpreted  for  educational 
use.  Other  sites  would  be  conserved  or  managed  according  to  activity 
plan  prescriptions.  Surveillance  and  other  law  enforcement  measures 
would  be  utilized  to  deter  vandalism.  Cooperative  agreements  for  the 
purpose  of  interpreting,  protecting,  or  otherwise  managing 
archeological  resources  in  their  natural  context  may  be  utilized  if 
consistent  with  other  ACEC  prescriptions  and  ACEC  management 
objectives.  Concessionaire  management  of  archeological  resources  would 
not  be  authorized. 

10.  The  ACEC  would  be  designated  Limited  with  respect  to  off-highway 
vehicle  use.  OHV  use  would  be  limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails. 
Seasonal  OHV  restrictions  to  protect  riparian  habitat  values  would  be 
applied  as  needed.  Visitor  use  would  be  managed  as  necessary  to 
maintain  or  improve  riparian  and  archeological  values.  Camping  may  be 
limited  to  designated  areas. 

11.  Instream  flow  requirements  would  be  quantified  and  water  rights 
would  be  acquired.  New  surface  water  withdrawals  would  be  prohibited, 
and  diversion  points  would  be  relocated. 

12.  The  ACEC  would  be  managed  to  maintain  or  improve  riparian  habitat 
values. 


LOWER  VIRGIN  RIVER  AREA  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 

General  Management  Guidance 

The  Lower  Virgin  River  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  is 
located  south  of  St.  George  on  1,460  acres  of  public  land.  The  ACEC 
includes  archeological  sites  representing  the  desert  riverine 
adaptation  of  the  Virgin  Anasazi .  This  section  of  river  receives  a 
high  level  of  informal  recreation  use  and  vandalism  is  an  ongoing 
problem. 

Also  of  concern  are  the  riparian  system,  wildlife,  and  fisheries 
values.  The  Virgin  and  Santa  Clara  Rivers  (and  reservoirs  along  these 
rivers)  provide  most  of  the  wintering  habitat  for  waterfowl  in 
Washington  County  along  with  important  habitat  for  raptors  and  nongame 
bird  species.  The  Virgin  River  is  habitat  for  the  Endangered  Woundfin 
(Plaqopterous  argentissimus.  Virgin  River  Chub  (Gila  robusta  seminuda) 
and  the  Candidate  Virgin  River  spinedace  (Leoidomeda  mol lispinis). 

The  ACEC  would  be  managed  to  reduce  vandalism,  provide  protection  or 
conservation  of  cultural  sites  and  data,  provide  educational  and 
recreational  use  opportunities,  and  ensure  instream  flows  sufficient  to 
maintain  or  improve  riparian,  fisheries,  and  wildlife  habitat  values. 


137 


Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  The  ACEC  would  be  in  Category  3  NSO  for  fluid  mineral  leasing. 

2.  The  area  would  be  closed  to  mineral  material  sales. 

3.  The  area  would  be  recommended  for  withdrawal  from  locatable  mineral 
entry. 

4.  The  ACEC  would  be  managed  as  a  right-of-way  avoidance  area  except 
on  the  portion  of  the  Navajo  McCul lough  corridor  which  extends  into  the 
ACEC. 

5.  Lands  would  be  acquired  to  further  the  resource  objectives  for  the 
ACEC  and  to  increase  manageability  of  the  area.  Public  lands  within 
the  ACEC  would  not  be  disposed  of. 

6.  The  ACEC  would  be  closed  to  the  use  of  forest  products  and  other 
vegetative  materials.  Gathering  of  wood  for  campfires  would  also  be 
prohibited. 

7.  Livestock  grazing  systems  and  categories  on  allotments  where 
monitoring  studies  show  that  T&E  habitat  is  being  adversely  affected  by 
grazing  would  be  adjusted.  Adjustments  would  include  changing 
allotment  category  to  I  if  presently  a  C  or  M  category  allotment, 
changing  the  season  of  use  to  avoid  direct  competition  with  a  T&E 
species,  combining  allotments  to  reduce  grazing  pressure  on  problem 
allotments,  and  comparable  changes.  Adjustments  may  also  be  made  to 
maintain  or  improve  riparian  values. 

8.  The  area  would  be  managed  as  VRM  Class  II. 

9.  Archeological  resources  would  be  interpreted,  conserved,  or 
otherwise  managed  according  to  activity  plan  prescriptions.  Selected 
sites  would  be  developed  for  educational  use.  Surveillance  and  other 
law  enforcement  measures  would  be  utilized  to  deter  vandalism. 
Cooperative  agreements  for  the  purpose  of  interpreting,  conserving,  or 
otherwise  managing  archeological  resources  in  their  natural  context  may 
be  utilized  if  consistent  with  other  ACEC  prescriptions  and  ACEC 
management  objectives.  Concessionaire  management  of  archeological 
resources  would  not  be  authorized. 

10.  The  ACEC  would  be  designated  Limited  with  respect  to  off-highway 
vehicle  use.  OHV  use  would  be  limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails. 
Seasonal  restrictions  to  protect  riparian  habitat  values  would  be 
applied  as  needed.  Visitor  use  would  be  managed  as  necessary  to 
maintain  or  improve  archeological  and  riparian  values. 

11.  Instream  flow  requirements  would  be  quantified  and  water  rights 
would  be  acquired.  New  surface  water  withdrawals  would  be  prohibited, 
and  diversion  points  would  be  relocated. 
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12.  The  ACEC  would  be  managed  to  maintain  or  improve  riparian  habitat 
values. 


LITTLE  CREEK  MOUNTAIN  AREA  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 

General  Management  Guidance 

Little  Creek  Mountain  ACEC  is  located  about  seven  miles  southeast  of 
Hurricane  and  includes  18,455  acres  of  public  land.  The  ACEC  contains 
archeological  resources  of  the  Virgin  Anasazi  upland  adaptation.  It 
also  contains  a  convenient  fuelwood  resource  and  critical  big  game 
habitat. 

The  ACEC  would  be  managed  to  limit  surface  disturbances,  and  off 
high-way  vehicle  use  thereby  stabilizing  the  cultural  resource,  to 
provide  protection  and  conservation  of  sites  and  data,  and  to  provide 
education  and  recreational  use  opportunities,  all  within  a  multiple  use 
context. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  The  ACEC  would  be  in  Category  2  for  fluid  mineral  leasing,  with 
special  stipulations  to  protect  critical  big  game  habitat  seasonally. 

2.  The  area  would  be  closed  to  mineral  material  sales  except  for  the 
cinder  knoll . 

3.  The  area  would  not  be  recommended  for  withdrawal  from  locatable 
mineral  entry. 

4.  The  ACEC  would  be  managed  as  a  right-of-way  avoidance  area  except 
on  the  portion  of  the  Navajo  -  McCul lough  corridor  which  extends  into 
the  ACEC. 

5.  Lands  would  be  acquired  to  further  the  resource  objectives  for  the 
ACEC  and  to  increase  manageability  of  the  area.  Public  lands  within 
the  ACEC  would  not  be  disposed  of. 

6.  The  ACEC  would  be  open  to  the  use  of  forest  products  and  other 
vegetative  materials.  Sales  may  be  limited  to  designated  areas,  and 
stipulations  to  protect  archeological  resources  would  be  used  as 
necessary. 

7.  The  area  would  be  managed  as  VRM  Class  IV. 

8.  Archeological  resources  would  be  interpreted,  conserved,  or 
otherwise  managed  according  to  activity  plan  prescriptions.  Selected 
sites  would  be  developed  for  educational  use,  and  research  consistent 
with  ACEC  objectives  would  be  authorized.  Surveillance  and  other  law 
enforcement  measures  would  be  utilized  to  deter  vandalism. 
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10.  The  ACEC  would  be  designated  Limited  with  respect  to  off-highway 
vehicle  use. 


CANAAN  MOUNTAIN  AREA  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 

General  Management  Guidance 

The  Canaan  Mountain  ACEC  is  located  about  30  miles  east  of  St.  George 
and  includes  31,741  acres  of  public  land.  The  Canaan  Mountain 
landscape  is  unique  to  the  Colorado  Plateau  physiographic  province  and 
is  a  highly  visible  feature  with  exceptional  scenic  values.  The  ACEC 
is  visible  from  the  Highway  9  entrance  to  Zion  National  Park  and  the 
Smithsonian  Butte  National  Back  Country  Backway. 

The  ACEC  would  be  managed  to  preserve  the  significant  landscapes  of  the 
Canaan  Mountain  plateau  and  escarpment  including  those  which  may  be 
released  by  Congress  from  WSA  interim  management  protection.  Pending 
release  of  the  Canaan  Mountain  WSA,  only  those  actions  which  involve  no 
surface  disturbance  would  be  allowed  after  September  30,  1990. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  The  ACEC  would  be  in  Category  3  NSO  for  fluid  mineral  leasing.  In 
addition,  that  portion  of  the  area  within  the  Hildale  Municipal  water 
supply  would  be  subject  to  Category  2  Special  Stipulations  for  the 
protection  of  water  quality. 

2.  The  area  would  be  closed  to  mineral  material  sales. 

3.  The  area  would  not  be  recommended  for  withdrawal  from  locatable 
mineral  entry. 

4.  The  ACEC  would  be  managed  as  a  right-of-way  avoidance  area. 

5.  Lands  would  be  acquired  to  further  the  resource  objectives  for  the 
ACEC  and  to  increase  manageability  of  the  area.  Public  lands  within 
the  ACEC  would  not  be  disposed  of. 

6.  The  ACEC  would  be  closed  to  the  use  of  forest  products  and  other 
vegetative  materials.  Gathering  of  wood  for  campfires  would  also  be 
prohibited. 

7.  The  area  would  be  managed  as  VRM  Class  I. 

8.  The  ACEC  would  be  designated  Closed  with  respect  to  off-highway 
vehicle  use.  The  ACEC  overlaps  with  the  Canaan  Mountain  Special 
Recreation  Management  Area.  Where  this  occurs,  SRMA  management  would 
be  consistent  with  ACEC  management  objectives  and  prescriptions.  The 
SRMA  would  be  allocated  to  ROS  Primitive  recreational  use. 
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RED  MOUNTAIN  AREA  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 

General  Management  Guidance 

The  Red  Mountain  ACEC  is  located  just  northwest  of  St.  George  and 
includes  5,455  acres  of  public  land.  The  Red  Mountain  escarpment  is 
the  only  feature  of  its  kind  within  the  transition  zone  between  the 
Basin  and  Range  physiographic  provinces.  The  12  mile  long  escarpment  is 
an  important  visual  amenity  for  local  residents  and  visitors  to  Snow 
Canyon  and  Gunlock  State  Parks. 

The  ACEC  would  be  managed  to  preserve  the  significant  landscapes  along 
the  Red  Mountain  Face  escarpment,  including  those  that  may  be  released 
by  Congress  from  WSA  interim  management  protection.  Pending  release  of 
the  Red  Mountain  WSA,  only  those  actions  which  involve  no  surface 
disturbance  would  be  allowed  after  September  30,  1990. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  The  ACEC  would  be  in  Category  3,  NSO  for  fluid  mineral  leasing.  In 
addition,  Category  2  Special  Stipulations  would  be  applied  for 
protection  of  water  quality  of  the  Navajo  Sandstone  Aquifer. 

2.  The  area  would  be  closed  to  mineral  material  sales. 

3.  The  area  would  not  be  recommended  for  withdrawal  from  locatable 
mineral  entry. 

4.  The  ACEC  would  be  managed  as  a  right-of-way  avoidance  area.  If 
utilities  are  approved  based  on  special  needs,  they  would  be  placed 
underground. 

5.  Lands  would  be  acquired  to  further  the  resource  objectives  for  the 
ACEC  and  to  increase  manageability  of  the  area.  Public  lands  within 
the  ACEC  would  not  be  disposed  of. 

6.  The  ACEC  would  be  closed  to  the  use  of  forest  products  and  other 
vegetative  materials. 

7.  The  area  would  be  managed  as  VRM  Class  I. 

8.  The  ACEC  would  be  designated  Closed  with  respect  to  off-highway 
vehicle  use.  The  ACEC  overlaps  with  the  Red  Mountain  Special 
Recreation  Management  Area.  Where  this  occurs,  SRMA  management  would 
be  consistent  with  ACEC  management  objectives  and  prescriptions.  Lands 
within  the  ACEC  would  be  allocated  to  ROS  Primitive  recreational  use. 
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BEAVER  DAM  SLOPE  AREA  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 

General  Management  Guidance 

The  Beaver  Dam  Slope  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  is  located 
18  miles  west  of  St.  George  and  contains  29,950  acres  of  public  land 
including  the  Joshua  Tree  National  Natural  Landmark  (1,040  acres)  and 
the  Woodbury  Desert  Study  Area  (2,000  acres).  The  drainage  and  washes 
that  dissect  the  Beaver  Dam  Slope,  combined  with  shallow  soils  and 
underlying  hardpans,  provide  winter  denning  habitat  for  the  Threatened 
Desert  tortoise,  including  critical  habitat  identified  by  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service.  Its  plant  and  animal  community  in  the  ACEC 
includes  species  from  the  lower  and  upper  Sonoran,  upper  Mojave  and 
Great  Basin  Deserts,  and  the  area  has  the  northernmost  stand  of  Joshua 
trees  in  North  America.  The  area  is  regularly  used  for  ecological 
field  studies  by  universities.  The  ACEC  would  be  managed  to  protect 
Desert  tortoise  habitat  and  maintain  the  area's  biological  diversity. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  The  ACEC  would  be  in  Category  3  NSO  for  fluid  mineral  leasing. 

2.  The  area  would  be  closed  to  mineral  material  sales. 

3.  The  area  would  be  recommended  for  withdrawal  from  locatable  mineral 
entry. 

4.  The  ACEC  would  be  managed  as  a  right-of-way  avoidance  area. 

5.  Lands  would  be  acquired  to  further  the  resource  objectives  for  the 
ACEC  and  to  increase  manageability  of  the  area.  Public  lands  within 
the  ACEC  would  not  be  disposed  of. 

6.  The  ACEC  would  be  closed  to  the  use  of  forest  products  and  other 
vegetative  materials,  except  by  collection  permit  for  scientific  or 
educational  purposes. 

7.  Grazing  would  be  allowed  consistent  with  allotment  management  plans 
and  in  consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS),  as 
required  by  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

8.  The  area  would  be  managed  as  VRM  Class  II. 

9.  The  ACEC  would  be  designated  Limited  with  respect  to  off-highway 
vehicle  use. 

10.  Predator  control  for  the  protection  of  T&E  Species  would  be  allowed 
on  an  emergency  basis  utilizing  techniques  designed  to  control  target 
animals  only. 
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n.  Resources  would  be  managed  to  maintain  or  improve  habitat  of  the 
Threatened  Desert  tortoise.  A  coordinated  plan  pulling  together  the 
management  prescriptions  from  existing  plans  would  be  completed  to 
facilitate  management  of  this  ACEC. 


UPPER  BEAVER  DAM  WASH  AREA  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 

General  Management  Guidance 

The  Upper  Beaver  Dam  Wash  ACEC  is  located  about  25  miles  northwest  of 
St.  George  and  includes  30,360  acres  of  public  land.  The  West  Fork 
Beaver  Dam  Wash  produces  excellent  quality  perennial  water  which 
supports  a  unique  riparian  area  and  fishery.  The  water  originating  in 
this  area  is  the  major  source  of  groundwater  recharge  for  the  lower 
Beaver  Dam  Wash,  which  will  likely  become  increasingly  valuable  for 
municipal  needs.  The  West  Fork  supports  important  riparian  habitat, 
and  serves  as  an  important  migration  route  for  nongame  birds, 
waterfowl,  and  raptors.  It  also  contains  a  self-sustaining  population 
of  rainbow  trout,  and  the  Virgin  River  Spinedace,  a  Candidate  species. 

The  Upper  Beaver  Dam  Wash  ACEC  would  be  managed  to  protect  water 
quality,  prevent  depletion  of  instream  flows,  and  maintain  riparian 
values,  fisheries,  and  wildlife  habitat. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  The  ACEC  would  be  partly  in  Category  3  NSO  for  fluid  mineral 
leasing.  In  addition  ,  Category  2  Special  Stipulations  would  be  added 
to  protect  water  quality  throughout  the  ACEC. 

2.  The  area  would  be  closed  to  mineral  material  sales. 

3.  The  area  would  not  be  recommended  for  withdrawal  from  locatable 
mineral  entry. 

4.  The  ACEC  would  be  managed  as  a  right-of-way  avoidance  area. 

5.  Lands  would  be  acquired  to  further  the  resource  objectives  for  the 
ACEC  and  to  increase  manageability  of  the  area.  Public  lands  within 
the  ACEC  would  not  be  disposed  of. 

6.  The  ACEC  would  be  open  to  the  use  of  forest  products  and  other 
vegetative  materials  in  designated  areas.  Stipulations  to  protect 
watershed  values  would  be  applied. 

7.  Livestock  grazing  systems  and  categories  on  allotments  where 
monitoring  studies  show  that  T&E  habitat  is  being  adversely  affected  by 
grazing  would  be  adjusted.  Adjustments  would  include  changing 
allotment  category  to  I  if  presently  a  C  or  M  category  allotment, 
changing  the  season  of  use  to  avoid  direct  competition  with  a  T&E 
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species,  combining  allotments  to  reduce  grazing  pressure  on  problem 
allotments  and  comparable  changes.  Adjustments  may  also  be  made  if 
necessary  to  maintain  or  improve  riparian  values. 

8.  The  area  would  be  managed  as  VRM  Class  II. 

9.  The  ACEC  would  be  designated  Closed  on  8,325  acres  and  Limited  on 
22,035  acres  with  respect  to  off-highway  vehicle  use. 

10.  Instream  flow  requirements  would  be  quantified  and  water  rights 
would  be  acquired.  New  surface  water  withdrawals  would  be  prohibited, 
and  diversion  points  would  be  relocated.  The  ACEC  would  be  managed  as 
a  water  protection  zone  and  BLM  would  coordinate  with  the  State  of  Utah 
to  designate  the  West  Fork  as  an  anti-degradation  segment. 

11.  Predator  control  would  be  allowed  on  an  emergency  basis  utilizing 
techniques  designed  to  control  target  animals  only. 


CITY  CREEK  AREA  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 

General  Management  Guidance 

The  City  Creek  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  is  located 
approximately  one  mile  north  of  St.  George  and  contains  2,595  acres  of 
public  land.  The  City  Creek  Basin  contains  the  highest  Desert  tortoise 
population  density  of  any  Mojave  Desert  subpopulation.  Population 
strata  and  the  overall  general  health  of  the  City  Creek  population  make 
the  area  very  important  for  research.  The  general  lack  of  man-caused 
disturbance  within  the  City  Creek  Basin  has  also  created  a  sanctuary 
for  many  other  Mojave  Desert  mammals,  birds,  reptiles  and  plants  which 
today  are  rarely  found  within  the  same  ecosystem.  The  ACEC  is 
underlain  by  the  Navajo  Sandstone  aquifer  and  is  an  area  which  has  a 
history  of  flooding. 

The  ACEC  would  be  managed  to  protect  the  aquifer  and  to  maintain 
surface  watershed  values  for  flood  protection,  to  maintain  the  high 
quality  desert  habitat,  to  maintain  or  improve  T&E  species  habitat,  and 
to  provide  educational  and  research  opportunities  consistent  with  the 
natural  context  of  the  area. 

Specific  Management  Prescriptions 

1.  The  ACEC  would  be  in  Category  3  NSO  for  fluid  mineral  leasing.  In 
addition  ,  Category  2  Special  Stipulations  would  be  applied  for 
protection  of  the  Navajo  Sandstone  aquifer. 

2.  The  area  would  be  closed  to  mineral  material  sales. 

3.  The  area  would  be  recommended  for  withdrawal  from  locatable  mineral 
entry. 
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4.  The  ACEC  would  be  managed  as  a  right-of-way  avoidance  area. 

5.  Lands  would  be  acquired  to  further  the  resource  objectives  for  the 
ACEC  and  to  increase  manageability  of  the  area.  Public  lands  within 
the  ACEC  would  not  be  disposed  of. 

6.  The  ACEC  would  be  closed  to  the  use  of  forest  products  and  other 
vegetative  materials,  except  by  collection  permit  for  scientific 
purposes. 

7.  Livestock  grazing  systems  and  categories  on  allotments  where 
monitoring  studies  show  that  T&E  habitat  is  being  adversely  affected  by 
grazing  would  be  adjusted.  Adjustments  would  include  changing 
allotment  category  to  I  if  presently  a  C  or  M  category  allotment, 
changing  the  season  of  use  to  avoid  direct  competition  with  a  T&E 
species,  combining  allotments  to  reduce  grazing  pressure  on  problem 
allotments,  adjustments  in  numbers  or  class  of  livestock,  and/or 
comparable  changes.  Livestock  grazing  could  also  be  excluded. 

8.  The  area  would  be  managed  as  VRM  Class  II. 

9.  The  ACEC  would  be  designated  Closed  with  respect  to  off-highway 
vehicle  use.  Discharge  of  firearms  into  and  within  the  ACEC  would  be 
prohibited. 

10.  Soil  and  vegetative  resources  would  be  managed  to  maintain  or 
improve  watershed  values  and  T&E  species  habitat. 

11.  Educational  and  interpretive  efforts  compatible  with  authorized 
research  and  consistent  with  the  natural  Mojave  Desert  Ecosystem  would 
be  developed.  Care  would  be  taken  to  ensure  that  authorized  facilities 
did  not  adversely  impact  the  habitat  within  the  ACEC. 
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CHAPTER  5 
FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


The  environmental  consequences  described  below,  together  with  those 
already  set  forth  in  the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS)  constitute  a  total  evaluation 
of  the  Proposed  Plan. 


FLUID  MINERALS  MANAGEMENT 

Category  1  (open  with  standard  stipulations)  lands  have  been  reduced  by 
66,993  acres.  Category  2  (open  with  special  stipulations)  has  been 
increased  by  10,229  acres.  Category  3  (open  with  no  surface  occupancy) 
has  been  increased  by  57,254  acres.  Category  4  (closed  to  further 
leasing)  has  not  been  changed. 

These  modifications  would  increase  the  costs  of  mineral  exploration  as 
well  as  reducing  the  amount  land  available  for  lease. 

A  list  of  the  standard  lease  stipulations  applicable  to  Category  1 
lands  is  included  in  appendix  4. 

The  Proposed  Plan  requires  that  a  planning  amendment  be  prepared  prior 
to  allowing  any  exception  to  the  oil  and  gas  categories  established  by 
this  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP).  This  change  would  permit  public 
involvement  in  any  such  action  and  would  in  turn  delay  a  response  to 
any   requests  for  an  exception. 

A  new  requirement  to  case  and  plug  all  exploratory  drill  holes  will 
also  increase  exploration  costs  within  municipal  watershed  areas  and 
water  Protection  Zones. 


MATERIAL  SALES  MANAGEMENT 

A  flagstone  sale  area  has  been  identified  in: 
Salt  Lake  Base  Meridian 
T.  41  S.,  R.  12  W., 
sec.  29. 

Extraction  of  the  flagstone  from  this  site  has  been  going  on  for  some 
time.  Its  identification  was  simply  missed  in  the  Draft  RMP,  thus  no 
new  impacts  are  anticipated. 
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A  cinder  cone  currently  used  as  a  material  sales  site  was  also  left  off 
the  mineral  material  (saleable)  map.  The  site  is  largely  located  in: 

Salt  Lake  Base  Meridian 
T.  42  S..  R.  12  W.. 
sec.  6 

Just  as  with  the  flagstone  site,  no  new  impacts  are  anticipated. 

The  lower  5  miles  at  the  Beaver  Dam  Wash  would  be  removed  from  possible 
future  gravel  sales.  About  1  mile  of  its  northern  extension  would  also 
be  removed  from  possible  future  sales. 

The  gravel  deposit  along  the  Santa  Clara  River  would  be  removed  from 
potential  sales  as  would  the  community  pit  just  south  of  the  proposed 
City  Creek  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC).  The  east 
half  of  the  clay  deposit  in  T.  41  S.,  R.  17  W.,  would  be  eliminated 
from  future  sales.  Gravel  sales  from  the  lower  3  miles  of  Fort  Pearce 
Wash  would  be  eliminated  (T.  43  S.,  R.  14  W.).  The  flagstone  site  on 
Little  Creek  Mountain  would  be  eliminated  as  a  flagstone  source. 

The  changes  described  above  would  result  in  shifting  material  sales  use 
to  the  remaining  sites  on  public  lands  or  to  private  sites.  The 
community  pit  south  of  the  proposed  City  Creek  ACEC  would  be  reclaimed 
to  as  near  a  natural  condition  as  possible. 


LOCATABLE  MINERALS  MANAGEMENT 

Mineral  withdrawals  on  7,825  acres  are  being  proposed  in  addition  to 
the  Beaver  Dam  Slope  proposed  withdrawal  proposal.  This  would,  if 
implemented,  reduce  the  amount  of  land  available  for  mineral  location. 

Those  portions  of  the  Dixie  Resource  Area  (DRA)  requiring  the  filing  of 
a  Plan  of  Operations  for  surface  disturbing  mineral  activities  has  been 
increased  by  40,353  acres.  This  would  increase  the  time  required  to 
obtain  authorization  for  certain  mineral  activities  as  well  as  increase 
operator  expenses. 


RIGHTS-OF-WAY  MANAGEMENT 

A  6  mile  section  of  the  Intermountain  Power  Project  Corridor  was 
enlarged  to  a  1.5  mile  width.  This  action  was  taken  to  give  utility 
companies  more  flexibility  when  traversing  an  area  of  broken  terrain. 
Additional  impacts  are  not  anticipated  as  the  expanded  corridor  section 
would  not  permit  any  more  utility  lines  than  would  be  allowed  by  the 
previously  proposed  1  mile  corridor. 
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Right-of-way  avoidance  areas  have  been  increased  by  66,225  acres. 
Right-of-way  applicants  may  experience  more  difficulty  in  locating 
their  facilities  to  avoid  such  areas  with  possible  cost  increase  likely. 


LANDS  MANAGEMENT 

Land  exchanges  would  be  the  preferred  method  utilized  to  make  land 
tenure  adjustments.     The  total   amount  of  public  lands  would  be  likely 
to  increase  as  this  process  is  followed.     This  action  would  also 
require  an  increased  time  frame  to  effect  any  land  tenure  adjustments. 

An  additional   467.46  acres  of  public  land  is  proposed  for  disposal: 

Salt  Lake  Base  Meridian 
T.   42  S.,   R.    13  W., 
sec.   17  (40  acres) 
sec.    18  (40  acres) 

T.   41   S.,   R.    14  W., 
sec.    1    (263  acres) 
sec.    12  (124  acres) 

The  lands  suitable  for  possible  acquisition  would  be  expanded  by 
approximately  3,660  acres.     These  lands  would  contribute  to  meeting  the 
program  objectives  of  the  other  resources  discussed  in  the  Proposed 
Plan.    (See  appendix  10  for  land  acquisition  map.) 


WITHDRAWALS  AND  CLASSIFICATIONS 

The  Proposed  Plan  would  recommend  four  new  mineral   withdrawals  in 
support  of  Proposed  ACECs  for  the  protection  of  Threatened  and 
Endangered   (T&E)   species  and  cultural   values.     A  withdrawal    for  the  Red 
Cliffs  Campground  is  also  being  proposed.     These  withdrawals  would 
remove  7,825  acres  from  mineral    location  and  eliminate  potential 
mineral   related  conflicts  with  T&E  species,   recreation  and  cultural 
values. 


FORESTRY  MANAGEMENT 

The  amount  of  noncommercial    posts  that  would  be  harvested  in  the  DRA  is 
proposed  to  be  reduced  by  1,500  units  to  500  posts/year  and  limited  to 
an  area  west  of  the  Beaver  Dam  Wash.     This  action  would  meet  current 
demand  (200  per  year)   although  the  increased  travel    distance  would 
create  a  higher  fuel   cost  to  harvest  posts. 

The  Beaver  Dam  Slope  area  suitable  for  disposal   of  ornamental   plants  as 
proposed  for  expansion,    (see  Appendix  for  the  forestry  and  plant 
products  map.)     Creating  this  larger  area  would  spread  out  future  sales 
and  be  much  less  noticeable  to  sightseers  or  other  visitors. 
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A  fuelwood  area  of  approximately  2,400  acres  in  size  north  of  Snow's 
Canyon  State  Park  and  west  of  state  route  18  is  proposed  for 
elimination.     Loss  of  this  possible  fuelwood  source  is  not  anticipated 
to  create  any  impact  to  existing  fuelwood  harvesters.     As  other 
fuelwood  areas  are  available  to  meet  the  demand  for  fuelwood. 


GRAZING  MANAGEMENT 

No  change. 


VISUAL  MANAGEMENT 

Three  areas  containing  35,520  acres  inventoried  as  visual    resource 
management  (VRM)   Class  IV  and  shown  as  such  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  are 
proposed  for  management  as  Class  II   Visual   Resource  Management  Zones. 
This  change  would  impose  a  higher  reclamation  standard  on  future  users 
of  the  land  as  well    as  act  as  a  right-of-way  avoidance  area. 
Designation  as  Class  II  would  increase  visual   considerations  in 
planning  for  future  actions  within  their  borders. 

The  three  areas  are  the  the  proposed  City  Creek  ACEC,  the  proposed  Red 
Bluff  ACEC  and  a  portion  of  the  Beaver  Dam  Mountains,  (see  appendix  10 
for  the  VRM  classes  map.) 


CULTURAL  MANAGEMENT 

No  change. 

WILDERNESS  MANAGEMENT 

No  change. 


RECREATION  MANAGEMENT 

The  off-highway  vehicle  (OHV)  designations  we 

from  the  Draft  with  the  greatest  change  being 
number  of  areas  designated  as  open  to  OHVs. 

open  use  areas  to  the  Sand  Mountain  Area  only 
thus  be  reduced  to  only  53,349  within  the  DRA 

have  to  transport  their  vehicles  to  this  loca 
concentrate  future  use  on  an  area  generally  s 
use  of  other  portions  of  the  DRA  are  anticipa 
enforcement  efforts  may  have  to  be  increased 


re  substantially  revised 
the  reduction  in  the 
This  change  would  restrict 
.  Open  use  of  OHVs  would 

OHV  operators  would 
tion  which  would  tend  to 
uited  to  such  use.  OHV 
ted  to  be  reduced  although 
at  least  temporarily. 


Having  a  specific  area  identified  for  OHV  use  recognizes  the  important 
value  of  this  recreational  experience. 
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Areas  closed  to  OHVs  would  be  increased  by  15,157  acres.  In  those 
areas  Plans  of  Operations  would  be  required  for  surface  disturbing 
mineral  activities.  Current  off-highway  use  would  be  eliminated 
causing  displacement  of  those  individuals  now  participating  in  such 
activities  on  the  lands  involved,  (see  appendix  10  for  the  OHV 
designations. ) 

Interim  management  of  off -highway  vehicle  would  restrict  use  to 
existing  roads  and  trails  throughout  most  of  the  DRA.  Impacts  to  soil, 
wildlife  and  vegetation  resulting  from  off -highway  use  would  be  reduced, 

Recognition  of  the  Smithsonian  Butte  Scenic  Backway  may  increase  its 
use  by  motorists.  Recognition  would  incorporate  its  recreational 
values  into  future  multiple  use  decision  affecting  its  geographic 
location. 


WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVER  MANAGEMENT 

Designation  of  Deep  Creek,  North  Fork  of  the  Virgin  River,  and  the 
Virgin  River  Gorge  river  segments  as  wild  will  preserve  these  areas 
(5.3  miles)  as  potential  wild  to  scenic  river  segments.  Water 
developments  and  other  activities  that  would  threaten  their  wild  status 
would  be  precluded. 

All  remaining  river  segments  not  meeting  eligibility  requirements  would 
be  available  for  use  in  conjunction  with  other  RMP  management 
prescriptions.  (See  appendix  10  for  wild  and  scenic  river  map.) 


RIPARIAN  MANAGEMENT 

New  policy  would  give  riparian  values  preference  over  most  other 
resource  values  (except  for  Federally  listed  T&E  species  or  candidate 
species).  This  situation  would  have  a  substantial  effect  on  livestock 
management,  rights-of-way,  and  minerals  actions  within  the  DRA. 
Current  practices  would  have  to  be  modified  to  bring  them  into 
compliance  with  this  policy  direction. 

Designation  of  the  Beaver  Dam  Wash  as  a  riparian  zone  would  extend 
riparian  protection  to  an  additional  9  miles  of  riparian  vegetation, 
(see  appendix  for  wild  and  scenic  river  map.) 


WATER  MANAGEMENT 

A  6  mile  segment  of  the  Beaver  Dam  Wash  would  be  included  in  a  water 
quality  monitoring  program.  Water  flow  and  water  quality  data  on  this 
section  of  the  Beaver  Dam  Wash  would  be  obtained  for  use  in  support  of 
other  RMP  program  objectives,  (see  appendix  10  for  instream  flow  needs 
map. ) 
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A  9,000  acre  water  protection  zone  is  proposed  for  the  watershed  above 
Zion  National   Park.     Special    stipulations  for  municipal   watershed 
values  would  be  enforced  for  this  water  protection  zone,    (see  appendix 
10  for  the  water  resources  map.) 

Establishment  of  a  water  protection  zone  would  assist  Zion  National 
Park  in  maintaining  the  water  quality  of  its  streams. 


SOILS  MANAGEMENT 

No  change. 

AIR  QUALITY  MANAGEMENT 

No  change. 

WILDLIFE  HABITAT  MANAGEMENT 

Expansion  of  critical  habitat  and  fawning/calving  areas  by  31,989  areas 
would  recognize  these  areas  for  their  special  wildlife  values. 
Utilizing  this  updated  information  from  DWR  would  improve  coordination 
between  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  and  Department  of  Wildlife 
Resources  (DWR)  regarding  wildlife  concerns.  (See  appendix  10  for  the 
big  game  habitat  map.) 

Establishing  a  seasonal  stipulation  for  use  on  critical  wildlife 
habitats  would  provide  the  means  to  reduce  future  conflicts  between 
wildlife  and  other  potential  users  of  these  areas. 

THREATENED  AND  ENDANGERED  SPECIES  MANAGEMENT 

Desert  tortoise  and  Dwarf  bear  poppy  habitat  has  been  expanded  by  a 
total  of  11,465  acres.  This  action  would  incorporate  these  new  areas 
into  the  special  management  given  to  recognize  l&E   species  habitat. 
The  level  of  protection  afforded  both  species  would  be  increased.  (See 
appendix  10  for  the  T&E  species  map.) 

FIRE  MANAGEMENT 

No  change. 

HAZARDOUS  WASTE  MANAGEMENT 

No  change. 
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TRANSPORTATION  MANAGEMENT 

No  change. 

AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 

The  Proposed  Plan  would  delete  an  isolated  portion  some  300  acres  in 
size  from  the  Red  Bluff  ACEC.  This  area  could  now  be  leased  for  oil 
and  gas  with  standard  stipulations,  open  to  material  sales  and  limited 
for  OHV  use. 

The  newly  proposed  Upper  Beaver  Dam  Wash  ACEC  would  impose  use 
restrictions  on  mineral  activities  and  OHV  travel.  It  would  also  close 
this  area  of  30,360  acres  to  material  sales. 


CUMULATIVE  IMPACT  SUMMARY  TABLE 

The  cumulative  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Plan  are  listed  on  the  following 
table  by  resource  type: 

PROPOSED  PLAN 
CUMULATIVE  IMPACT  SUMMARY 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Management 

Plan 

Management 

Plan 

Determinations 

(acres) 

Determinations 

(acres) 

Mineral  (fluid) 

Forest  Products 

Cat.  1  -  Open  (ac.) 

336,562 

Fuelwood  (ac.) 

39,929 

Cat.  2  -  Open  Special 

Veg.  Sales  (ac.) 

4,290 

Stips.  (ac.) 

62,839 

Grazi  ng 

Cat.  3  -  Open  No  Surf. 

Excluded  (ac.) 

47,312 

Occup.  (ac.) 

226,129 

Allotted  (ac.) 

580,852 

Cat.  4  -  Closed  (ac.) 

2.635 

VRM 

TOTAL: 

628,165 

Class  I 

39,985 

Mineral  (locatable) 

Open  (ac.) 

585,152 

Class  II 

464,130 

Closed  (ac.) 

43,013 

Class  III 

0 

Restricted  (required 

Class  IV 

124,050 

3809  regulations,  ac.) 

160.653 

ACEC 
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PROPOSED  PLAN 
CUMULATIVE  IMPACT  SUMMARY  (continued) 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Management 

Plan 

Management 

Plan 

Determinations 

(acres) 

Determinations 

(acres) 

Cultural 

Mineral  (materials) 

ACEC  (ac.) 

Open  (ac.) 

487,731 

Little  Creek 

18,455 

Land  Hill 

1,770 

Closed  (ac.) 

140,434 

Virgin  River 

1,460 

RIghts-of-Way 

Corridors  (mi .) 

37 

Wilderness 

Avoidance  (ac.) 

335,494 

Beaver  Dam  Mt. 

2,635 

VRM  I,  II,  T&E  Habitat, 

OHV  Closed,  Riparian 

Recreation 

ACECs 

SRMA  (ac.) 

184,200 

Exclusion  (ac.) 

2,635 

ERMA  (ac.) 

443,965 

Beaver  Dam  Wilderness 

OHV 

Lands 

Open  (ac.) 

3,349 

Disposal  (ac.) 

Potential  Sales 

1,465 

Closed  (ac.) 

97,257 

Other  Disposals 

8,520 

Wild  and  Scenic 
River 

Eligible  Seg.(mi .) 

5.3 

Acquisition  (ac.) 

43,225 

Withdrawal  and 

Classification  (ac.) 

52,165 

Riparian 

Wildlife  Habitat 

ACEC  (ac.) 

Upper  Beaver  Dam  Slope 

30,360 

Fawning&calving 

Land  Hill 

1,770 

Critical  Big  Game 

Gunlock 

1,790 

(ac.) 

49,729 

Lower  Virgin 

1,460 

Warner  Ridge 

3,690 

Threatened  and 
Endangerd  species 

Plants 

5,813 

Water 

Desert  tortoise 

66,596 

Woundfin 

780 

Navajo  Sandstone  Aquifer 

42,380 

Peregrine  falcon 

10,470 

Virgin  River  chub 

780 
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PROPOSED  PLAN 
CUMULATIVE  IMPACT  SUMMARY  (continued) 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Management 

Plan 

Management 

Plan 

Determinations 

(acres) 

Determinations 

(acres) 

Water  Protection 

Zone  (ac.) 

39.360 

ACEC 

City  Creek 

2,595 

Instream  Flow  NeedsCmi.) 

105.6 

Gunlock 

1,790 

Land  Hill 

1,770 

Soil 

Warner  Ridge 

3,690 

Gypsum  Soils  (ac.) 

69,770 

Beaver  Dam  Slope 

29,960 

Red  Bluff 

6,000 

(ACEC  (ac.) 

Lower  Virgin 

1,460 

Red  Bluff 

6,010 

Warner  Ridge 

3.690 

In  summary,  the  Proposed  Plan  would  accommodate  community  expansion  by 
providing  1,400  acres  within  the  current  city  limits  of  local 
communities.  An  additional  7,120  acres  would  be  made  available  for 
exchanges  in  support  of  the  resource  objectives  described  in  the  Plan. 
Since  the  amount  of  land  available  for  exchange  or  sale  does  not  differ 
significantly  from  the  current  situation, the  economic  effects  of  the 
land  disposal  program  on  the  private  sector  would  remain  the  same. 

Special  management  emphasis  would  be  provided  to  130.440  acres  of 
public  land  designated  as  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs).  Such  lands  would  be  managed  to  preserve  their  unique  resource 
values. 

Application  of  the  wild  and  scenic  river  standards  identified  5.3  miles 
of  stream  as  potentially  eligible  for  designation. 

Recreational  values  would  receive  increased  recognition  through  the 
establishment  of  five  special  recreation  management  (SRMAs)  containing 
184.200  acres. 

The  Plan  provides  various  levels  of  surface  protection  for  all  riparian 
zones,  sensitive  habitat,  important  water  production  zones,  visual 
resources,  and  T&E  habitat  not  included  in  ACECs  or  SRMAs. 

Lands  (43,225  acres)  suitable  for  management  in  conjunction  with  the 
public  lands  were  identified  for  acquisition. 

Oil  and  gas  development  is  authorized  on  93%  of  public  lands  within 
the  resource  area  determined  to  have  a  high  potential  for  oil  and  gas 
development. 
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The  location  of  mining  claims  would  be  allowed  in  93%  of  the  resource 
area. 

The  Plan  provides  for  the  sale  of  mineral  materials  (with  site  specific 
environmental  review)  on  over  78%  of  the  resource  area. 

Two  interstate  utility  corridors  are  identified  to  provide  for  the 
transfer  of  energy  resources. 


UNAVOIDABLE  ADVERSE  IMPACTS 

Recovery  of  fluid  minerals  by  directional  drilling  would  increase 
operation  costs  on  acres  included  in  the  no  surface  occupancy 
category.  The  proposed  withdrawal  of  37,785  acres  would  preclude 
recovery  of  locatable  minerals. 

Public  lands  closed  to  OHVs  (97,257  acres)  or  included  in  an  ACEC  would 
reduce  access  for  mineral  exploration  and  development. 

Loss  of  one  community  material  site  and  the  closure  of  140,434  acres  to 
mineral  sales  could  not  be  avoided. 

Land  disposals  would  cause  the  permanent  loss  of  9,985  acres.  Public 
access  and  any  resource  values  other  than  minerals  would  be  lost. 

The  loss  of  2,470  acres  of  fuelwood  would  occur. 

The  closure  of  97,257  acres  to  OHVs  would  reduce  OHV  recreation 
opportunities  and  displace  some  existing  users. 

Special  stipulations  to  protect  riparian  zones,  critical  big  game 
habitat,  fawning  and  calving  areas,  municipal  watersheds,  the  Navajo 
Sandstone  aquifer  and  water  protection  zones  would  impose  use 
restrictions  on  131,469  acres.  Refer  to  the  oil  and  gas  section  in  the 
Proposed  Plan  (Chapter  4  of  this  document)  for  specific  information  on 
the  special  stipulations. 

Right-of-way  avoidance  areas  (335,494  acres)  would  increase  operational 
costs  to  those  wishing  to  locate  Rights-of-way  within  such  areas. 

Natural  erosion  would  remain  high  on  critical  soil  areas.  Activities 
that  disturb  the  land  surface  would  cause  increased  erosion.  Wherever 
mitigation  and  rehabilitation  are  not  employed  or  not  successful, 
permanent  soil  loss  would  result. 

Priority  and  critical  wildlife  habitats  would  be  subject  to  damage  in 
those  areas  open  to  OHV  use,  mineral  development,  and  other  forms  of 
surface  disturbance.  Human  activities  in  habitats  during  wildlife 
breeding,  nesting,  birthing,  and  rearing  of  young  would  reduce  the 
level  of  success  of  these  wildlife  processes. 
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Some  cultural  or  historical  sites  would  be  damaged  or  destroyed  by 
unauthorized  surface  disturbing  activities. 


PLANNING  CONSISTENCY 

All  actions  analyzed  in  the  Proposed  Plan  are  consistent  with  the  land 
use  plans  and  controls  of  other  agencies  having  jurisdiction  within  or 
near  the  planning  area. 
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APPENDIX  1 


NOMINATIONS  FOR  ACEC  CONSIDERATION 


Resource  Value 


Location 


Considered  in  RMP 
YES NO 


Cul tural 


Santa  Clara  River 
(Gunlock-Shi vwi  ts) 


Santa  Clara  River 
(Atkinville-Wilderness        x 
Area) 

Santa  Clara  River 
(Land  Hill)  x 

Little  Creek  Mountain 
(Top)  X 


Cedar  Pockets/Bulldog 
Pass 


The  archaeology  in   this   location 
would  be  adequately  protected  by  a 
designated   right-of-way  corridor 
which  provides   for  mitigation   should 
any   sites   be  disturbed. 


Fish   and  Wildlife 
Resources 


Virgin   River   (All)        Partially  BLM  manages   less    than   10%  of   the 

(partial   Atkinville  Virgin  River  system.      This   nomination 

to  Wilderness   area  modified   to  the  section  of   river  BLM 

for  woundfin  minnow)  does  manage. 


City  Creek 
(desert   tortoise) 


Red  Cliffs 
(peregrine  falcon) 


This   location   is   primarily  managed 
for  recreation  use.      The  falcon 
selected  this   site  for  nesting. 
There  appears   to  be  no  conflict. 


Beaver  Dam  Slope 
(includes   Desert 
Woodbury   (study   area), 
(desert   tortoise) 


Pintura 
(critical  deer  winter 
range) 


This  deer  range  does  not  meet  the 
relevance  and  importance  criteria. 
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APPENDIX  1 

NOMINATIONS  FOR  ACEC  CONSIDERATION  (continued) 


Resource  Value 


Considered  in  RMP 

Location  YES NO 

Beaver  Dam  Wash  Beaver  Dam  Wash  can  be  adequately 

protected  with  oil  &  gas 
categories  such  as  NSO  or  special 
stipulations.  Also,  does  not  meet 
relevance  and  importance  criteria. 

Santa  Clara  River    Partially  BLM  manages  less  than  10%  of  the 

Santa  Clara  River  system.  This 
nomination  modified  to  include  two 
sections  of  river  BLM  can  manage 
effectively. 


(All )(two  partial s) 


Red  Bluff 
(T&E  plant) 

Webb  Hill 
(T&E  plant) 


Upper  Beaver  Dam  Wash 


Webb  Hill  T&E  plant  population 
already  protected  by  OHV  closure. 
Dwarf  bear  poppy  species  will  be 
protected  with  ACEC  nominations 
on  Red  Bluff  and  Warner  Ridge. 


Natural  Systems 


Warner  Ridge/Fort  Pearce 
(T&E  plant)  x 

Shinob  Kibe 
(T&E  plant) 


White  Hills 
(critical  watershed) 


Dwarf  bear  poppy  species  will  be 
protected  with  ACEC  nominations 
on  Red  Bluff  and  Warner  Ridge. 
Plant  population  on  Shinob  Kibe 
is  not  large  enough  to  warrant 
a  separate  nomination. 


Warner  Ridge 
(critical  watershed) 


Navajo  Sandstone 
(aquifer) 


Inclusion  in  a  water  protection 
area  with  special  restrictions 
is  all  that  is  necessary  to 
preserve  this  value. 
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APPENDIX  1 

NOMINATIONS  FOR  ACEC  CONSIDERATION  (continued) 


Considered  in  RMP 

Resource  Value       Location  YES NO 

Hildale  Springs  Inclusion  of  this  area  in  the 

RMP  as  a  municipal  watershed 
would  provide  adequate  protection. 

Scenic  Virgin  to  Springdale  BLM  manages  insufficient  amount  of 

Corridor  foreground  landscape  along  this 

corridor. 

Enlarged  Canaan     Partially  Modified  to  Canaan  Mountain  cliff 
Mountain  face  and/or  top. 

Black  Ridge  Does  not  meet  scenic  ACEC  relevance 

and  importance  criteria.  VRM  II  and 
SRMA  adequate  protection. 

Red  Mountain  Cliff  Face   x 

Deep  Creek,  North  Fork         Does  not  meet  scenic  ACEC  relevance 
and  Kolob  Creed  ACEC         and  importance  criteria.  See  the 

special  note  below. 

Goose  Creek  ACEC  Does  not  meet  scenic  ACEC  relevance 

and  importance  criteria.  See  the 
special  note  below. 

Bear  Trap  Canyon  ACEC         Does  not  meet  scenic  ACEC  relevance 

and  importance  criteria.  See  the 
special  note  below. 

Willis  Creek  ACEC  Does  not  meet  scenic  ACEC  relevance 

and  importance  criteria.  See  the 
special  note  below. 

LaVerkin  Creek  ACEC  Does  not  meet  scenic  ACEC  relevance 

and  importance  criteria.  See  the 
special  note  below. 

Taylor  Creek  ACEC  Does  not  meet  scenic  ACEC  relevance 

and  importance  criteria.  See  the 
special  note  below. 
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NOMINATIONS  FOR  ACEC  CONSIDERATION  (continued) 


Considered  in  RMP 

Resource  Value       Location  YES NO 

Red  Butte  ACEC  Does  not  meet  scenic  ACEC  relevance 

and  importance  criteria.  See  the 
special  note  below. 

Cave  Valley  ACEC  Does  not  meet  scenic  ACEC  relevance 

and  importance  criteria.  See  the 
special  note  below. 

Crater  Hill  ACEC  Does  not  meet  scenic  ACEC  relevance 

and  importance  criteria.  See  the 
special  note  below. 

Rockville  Bench  ACEC  Does  not  meet  scenic  ACEC  relevance 

and  importance  criteria.  See  the 
special  note  below. 

Watchman  ACEC  Does  not  meet  scenic  ACEC  relevance 

and  importance  criteria.  See  the 
special  note  below. 

Shunesberg  ACEC  Does  not  meet  scenic  ACEC  relevance 

and  importance  criteria.  See  the 
special  note  below. 

Gooseberry  Mesa  ACEC  Does  not  meet  scenic  ACEC  relevance 

and  importance  criteria.  See  the 
special  note  below. 

Fish  and  Wildlife     Nature  Conservancy 

Nomination,  Enlarged  Desert 

Woodbury  Area 

(desert  tortoise)       x 

Recreation  Sand  Mountain  The  area  is  an  open  OHV  use  area. 

There  is  no  need  for  special 
management  beyond  its  inclusion 
in  a  SRMA. 
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special  Note: 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  recognizes  that  the  scenic  values  upon  which  the 
designation  of  Zion  National  Park  (NP)  was  based  are  of  National  significance.  Within 
the  agency  mission,  BLM  seeks  to  protect  the  integrity  of  scenic  values  within  the  NP. 
BLM  also  recognizes  that  the  scenic  features  that  characterize  the  NP  such  as  Zion 
Canyon,  the  Great  West  Canyon,  and  the  canyon  and  formations  of  the  Kolob  Canyons 
District,  at  times  extend  into  adjacent  BLM  and  private  lands.  All  important  Zion  NP 
landscapes  that  extend  into  Dixie  Resource  Area  (DRA)  lands  have  been  rated  as  scenic 
quality  A,  with  High  Sensitivity.   The  Proposed  Plan  requires  that  in  High  Sensitivity 
and  A  and  B  Scenic  Quality  Areas,  the  visual  consequences  of  all  nonsurface  disturbing 
proposals,  such  as  land  tenure  adjustments,  be  evaluated  in  the  decision  making  process. 

The  visual  resource  management  (VRM)  Class  Objective  for  DRA  lands,  adjacent  to  Zion  NP 
is  Class  II.  The  strict  Class  II  goal  is  to  retain  the  existing  character  of  these 
landscapes  and  not  allow  surface  modifications  that  would  attract  the  attention  of  the 
casual  viewer.  These  visual  management  prescriptions  are  outputs  of  the  VRM  rather  than 
Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC)  planning  requirements  of  the  Resource 
Management  Plan  (RMP)  process. 

The  scenic  integrity  of  features  adjacent  to  Zion  NP,  receives  the  additional  protection 
of  the  Statutory  Wilderness  Interim  Protection  Mandate  of  Section  603,  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA).  No  surface  disturbance  activities  will  be  allowed  in 
wilderness  study  areas  WSAs  after  September  30,  1990. 

There  are  no  potential  affects  upon  the  scenic  features  associated  with  Zion  NP  from 
actions  permitted  by  the  RMP  that  would  require  expressed  management  prescriptions  and 
the  designation  of  scenic  ACECs. 

In  addition  to  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria,  BLM  policy  is  that  scenic  ACECs 
must  be  scenic  quality  A  and  B  "one  of  a  kind  or  very  rare  within  its  physiographic 
province."  Of  the  areas  adjacent  to  Zion  NP,  only  Canaan  Mountain  is  cut  in  the 
Moccasin  Terrace  and  exhibits  features  such  as  the  Vermillion  Cliffs  which  are  absent 
from  Zion  NP.  Refer  to  Canaan  Mountain  ACEC.   Features  associated  with  the  White  Cliffs 
and  Kolob  Terrace  find  their  best  expression  within  Zion  NP.  On  the  Kolob  Terrace  and 
in  the  White  Cliffs,  BLM  lands  do  not  meet  the  "one  of  a  kind  or  very  rare,"  scenic  ACEC 
standard . 

Visual  elements  within  the  Virgin  to  Springdale  corridor  that  meet  scenic  ACEC  manual 
standards  have  been  incorporated  in  the  Canaan  Mountain  scenic  ACEC.  These  elements 
include  Smithsonian  Butte,  Dutton  Pass,  the  Pines  Headwall,  Lower  Mountain  and  the  Eagle 
Crags.  These  are  the  land  forms  most  conspicuous  in  the  Utah  Route  9  Scenic  Byway 
sightseeing  corridor  between  Virgin  and  Springdale.  They  are  rated  Scenic  Quality  A, 
and  represent  Colorado  Plateau  province  landscapes  not  found  within  Zion  NP. 

Although  the  Canaan  Mountain  Viewshed,  from  the  entrance  to  Zion  NP,  is  a  scenic  ACEC 
and  VRM  Class  I,  the  BLM  jurisdictions  in  the  Hurricane  Cliffs  and  Kolob  Terrace  areas 
do  not  meet  the  BLM  manual  standard  that  landscape  must  be  "one  of  a  kind  or  very  rare 
within  the  physiographic  province." 


163 


APPENDIX  2 

LAND  DISPOSAL  LEGAL  DESCRIPTIONS  TABLE 


Parcel 

No. Townshi  p Range Secti  on 


Subdivision 

Acres 

E1/2NE1/4 

80.00 

N1/2SW1/4NE1/4 

20.00 

NE1/4SW1/4SW1/4NE1/4 

2.50 

SE1/4SW1/4NE1/4 

10.00 

Total 

112.50 

S1/2SE1/4 

80.00 

S1/2N1/2SE1/4 

40.00 

T.  40  S.     R.  19  W.  sec.  17 


T.  40  S.     R.  19  W.  sec.  17 


Total      120.00 


T.  39  S.     R.  16  W.   sec.  19     SW1/4SW1/4SE1/4NE1/4  2.5 

NW1/4NW1/4NE1/4SE1/4  2.5 


T. 

40   S. 

R. 

17  W. 

sec.    22 

SE1/4NW1/4 

T. 

40   S. 

R. 

17  W. 

sec.    11 
12 

13 

14 

22 
23 

24 

26 
27 

SE1/4SE1/4 

SW1/4NE1/4 

SE1/4NW1/4 

SWl/4 

NW1/4SE1/4 

Wl/2 

NW1/4SE1/4 

E1/2NE1/4 

SEl/4 

E1/2SE1/4 

El/2 

SE1/4NW1/4 

SWl/4 

S1/2NE1/4 

NWl/4 

N1/2SW1/4 

N1/2SE1/4 

N1/2NW1/4 

NW1/4NE1/4 

NE1/4NE1/4 

Total       5.00 

40.00 
Total  40.00 

40.00 
40.00 
40.00 

160.00 
40.00 

320.00 
40.00 
80.00 

160.00 
80.00 

320.00 
40.00 

160.00 
80.00 

160.00 
80.00 
80.00 
80.00 
40.00 
40.00 


Total  2080.00 

T.   42  S.  R.    17  W.      sec.      1  Lot   1  40.10 

Total  40.10 
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APPENDIX  2 

LAND  DISPOSAL  LEGAL  DESCRIPTIONS  TABLE  (continued) 


Parcel 

No. Township Range Section Subdivi  sion Acres 

7  T.    42   S.            R.    17  W.      sec.      1            Lot   7  40.13 

W1/2SE1/4  80.00 

SW1/4NE1/4  40.00 

Total  160.13 

8  T.  39  S.     R.  16  W.   sec.  28     NW1/4NE1/4  40.00 

Total  40.00 

9  T.  39  S.     R.  16  W.   sec.  28     E1/2NW1/4SW1/4  20.00 

E1/2W1/2NW1/4SW1/4  10.00 

NE1/4NW1/4SW1/4SW1/4  2.50 

Total  32.50 

10       T.  40  S.     R.  16  W.   sec.   5     NW1/4SW1/4  40.00 

Total  40.00 

n       T.  41  S.     R.  16  W.   sec.  31     NE1/4NE1/4  40.00 

Total  40.00 

13       T.  42  S.     R.  16  W.   sec.  3     Lot  1  39.28 

SE1/4NE1/4  40.00 

NE1/4SE1/4  40.00 

Total  119.28 

17  T.  42  S.     R.  16  W.   sec.  21     NW1/4NE1/4  40.00 

S1/2NE1/4  80.00 

Total  120.00 

18  T.  42  S.     R.  16  W.   sec.  25     Lot  7  41.24 

Lot  8  41.34 

sec.  26     Lot  4  39.87 

Total  122.45 

19  T.  42  S.     R.  16  W.   sec.  35     S1/2SE1/4NW1/4  20.00 

W1/2NW1/4SE1/4NW1/4  5.00 

Total  25.00 

20  T.  43  S.     R.  16  W.   sec.   1     Lot  14  26.97 

Lot  15  30.68 

Total  57.65 
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APPENDIX  2 

LAND  DISPOSAL  LEGAL  DESCRIPTIONS  TABLE  (continued) 


Parcel 

No. Township Range Section Subdivision Acres 

21  T.  42  S.     R.  16  W.   sec.  33     All  640.00 
T.  43  S.     R.  16  W.   sec.  4     Lot  1  38.29 

Lot  2  38.48 

Lot  3  38.66 

Lot  4  38.85 

S1/2NW1/4  80.00 

SWl/4  160.00 

sec.  9     All  640.00 

Total  1674.28 

22  T.  43  S.     R.  16  W.   sec.  22        19  40.04 

20  15.36 

Lot  21  16.37 

Lot  22  37.53 

W1/2NW1/4  80.00 

SW1/4SE1/4  40.00 

Total  315.54 

23  T.  43  S.     R.  16  W.  sec.  13     NE1/4SE1/4  40.00 

Lot  10  0.67 

Lot  11  38.49 

Total  79.16 

24  T.  43  S.     R.  16  W.   sec.  13     SE1/4SW1/4  40.00 

Total  40.00 

25  T.  43  S.     R.  16  W.   sec.  27     El/2  320.00 

SWl/4  160.00 

S1/2NW1/4  80.00 

NE1/4NW1/4  40.00 

Lot  3  38.99 

sec.  28     Lot  13  37.14 

Lot  14  8.76 

Lot  15  26.31 

Lot  16  1.97 

Lot  17  27.95 

Lot  18  39.64 

Lot  19  8.52 

Lot  20  11.81 

Lot  21  2.15 

Lot  22  38.93 

Lot  23  39.50 

Lot  24  39.95 

SWl/4  160.00 
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APPENDIX  2 

LAND  DISPOSAL  LEGAL  DESCRIPTIONS  TABLE  (continued) 


Parcel 

No. Township Range Section Subdivision Acres 

25       T.  43  S.     R.  16  W.   sec.  28     W1/2NW1/4  80.00 

80.00 
15.48 
15.45 
15.41 
15.38 
320.00 
320.00 
15.59 
15.56 
15.54 
15.51 


Section 

Subd 

ivision 

sec.  28 

W1/2NW1/4 

S1/2SE1/4 

sec.  33 

Lot 

1 

Lot 

2 

Lot 

3 

Lot 

4 

Nl/2 

sec.  34 

Nl/2 

Lot 

1 

Lot 

2 

Lot 

3 

Lot 

4 

Total  2005.54 

26       T.  41  S.     R.  15  W.   sec.  34     NWl/4  160.00 

Total  160.00 

27a                T.    42   S.            R.    14  W.      sec.    17            NW1/4NW1/4NW1/4  10.00 

sec.    18           El/2  320.00 

Lot  7  40.00 

Lot   11  40.00 

Lot  12  40.00 

Total  450.00 

27b               T.   42  S.            R.    14  W.      sec.    19           Lot     2  27.44 

Lot     3  12.69 

Total  40.13 

28  T.   42  S.            R.    15  W.      sec.    24           NEl/4  160.00 

E1/2NW1/4  80.00 

Total  240.00 

29  T.   42  S.            R.    15  W.      sec.    24           E1/2SW1/4  80.00 

NW1/4SE1/4  40.00 

Total  120.00 

30  T.   42  S.            R.    15  W.      sec.   25           SE1/4NW1/4  40.00 

S1/2NE1/4  80.00 

SEl/4  160.00 

Total  280.00 
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APPENDIX  2 

LAND  DISPOSAL  LEGAL  DESCRIPTIONS  TABLE  (continued) 


Parcel 

No. Township Range Secti  on Subdivi  si  on Acres 

31  T.  43  S.     R.  15  W.   sec.   7     SE1/4NW1/4  40.00 

S1/2NE1/4  80.00 

SEl/4  160.00 

E1/2SW1/4  80.00 

Lot  4  47.91 

Lot  5  1.81 

Lot  6  45.75 

sec.  8     SW1/4NW1/4  40.00 

N1/2NW1/4SW1/4  20.00 

Lot  1  18.67 

Total  534.14 

32  T.  43  S.     R.  15  W.  sec.   1     Lot  1  40.00 

Lot  2  40.00 

Lot  4  42.75 

Lot  5  42.75 

Lot  6  42.04 

T.  43  S.     R.  15  W.  sec.   1     Lot  7  41.33 

Lot  10  41.21 

Lot  11  40.73 

Lot  12  40.24 

Lot  13  40.24 

Lot  14  40.73 

sec.  12     El/2  320.00 

sec.  13     El/2  320.00 

Total  1092.02 

33  T.  43  S.     R.  15  W.   sec.  13     E1/2W1/2  160.00 

Total  160.00 

34  T.  42  S.     R.  15  W.   sec.  20     NW1/4SW1/4  40.00 

Total  40.00 

35  T.  43  S.     R.  15  W.  sec.  21     Nl/2  320.00 

Total  320.00 

36  T.  43  S.     R.  15  W.   sec.  24    W1/2NW1/4  80.00 

Total  80.00 

37  T.  43  S.     R.  15  W.   sec.  24     NEl/4  160.00 

Total  160.00 
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APPENDIX  2 

LAND  DISPOSAL  LEGAL  DESCRIPTIONS  TABLE  (continued) 


Parcel 

No. Township Range Section Subdi  vi  si  on Acres 

38       T.  43  S.     R.  15  W.   sec.  27     Wl/2  320.00 

sec.  34     NWl/4  160.00 

Lot  3  15.94 

Lot  4  15.90 


39       T.  43  S.,    R.  15  W. 


Total 

511.84 

sec. 

25 

Wl/2 

NEl/4 

W1/2SE1/4 

NE1/4SE1/4 

N1/2SE1/4SE1/4 

SW1/4SE1/4SE1/4 

N1/2SE1/4SE1/4SE1/4 

320.00 
160.00 
80.00 
40.00 
20.00 
10.00 
5.00 

sec. 

26 

All 

640.00 

sec. 

27 

El/2 

320.00 

sec. 

34 

NEl/4 
Lot  1 
Lot  2 

Total 

320.00 

16.02 

15.98 

2331.08 

sec. 

35 

Nl/2 
Lot  1 
Lot  2 
Lot  3 
Lot  4 

Total 

320.00 
16.00 
16.02 
16.02 
16.04 
2331.08 

sec. 

12 

Lot  17 
Lot  28 

Total 

5.00 
33.39 
38.39 

ec. 

3 

Lot  2 
Lot  3 
Lot  8 

40.00 
40.00 
31.25 

40       T.  41  S.     R.  14  W. 


42      T.  42  S.     R.  14  W. 


Total  111.25 

43      T.  42  S.     R.  14  W.   sec.  3     Lot  1  40.00 

Lot  4  49.75 

Lot  5  37.55 

Lot  6  31.63 

Lot  7  31.36 

Lot  9  41.05 

Lot  10  41.24 

Lot  11  41.46 
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APPENDIX  2 

LAND  DISPOSAL  LEGAL  DESCRIPTIONS  TABLE  (continued) 


Parcel 

No. Township Range Section Subdivi  sion Acres 

43  T.  42  S.     R.  14  W.    sec.  3    Lot  12  48.63 

Lot  13  48.10 

Lot  14  41 .46 

sec.  4    Lot  6  41.09 

Lot  7  30.73 

Lot  8  30.71 

sec.  9    W1/2NE1/4  80.00 

E1/2NW1/4  80.00 

SE1/4  160.00 

E1/2SW1/4  80.00 

SE1/4SW1/4SW1/4  10.00 

sec.  10    Lot  1  37.05 

Lot  2  40.00 

Lot  3  39.35 

Lot  4  13.11 

Lot  5  20.57 

Lot  6  19.06 

Lot  7  15.17 

Lot  8  40.00 

Lot  9  26.03 

Lot  10  9.49 

sec.  10     Lot  11  38.06 

SE1/4NW1/4  40.00 

W1/2SW1/4  80.00 

NE1/4SE1/4  40.00 

sec.  11     Lot  2  7.06 

sec.  15     Lot  2  33.68 

Total  1463.39 

44  T.  42  S.     R.  14  W.   sec.  8     N1/2SE1/4NE1/4  20.00 

SW1/4SE1/4NE1/4  10.00 

N1/2NW1/4SE1/4  20.00 

SW1/4NW1/4SE1/4  10.00 

N1/2SE1/4SW1/4  20.00 

SW1/4SE1/4SW1/4  10.00 

sec.   9     N1/2NW1/4NW1/4  20.00 

SW 1 /4NW 1 /4NW 1 /4  10.00 

Total  120.00 

45  T.  42  S.     R.  14  W.   sec.  17     SE1/4NE1/4  40.00 

SE1/4NE1/4NE1/4  10.00 

E1/2SW1/4NE1/4  20.00 

SW1/4SW1/4NE1/4  10.00 

Total  80.00 
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APPENDIX  2 

LAND  DISPOSAL  LEGAL  DESCRIPTIONS  TABLE  (continued) 


Parcel 

No. Township Range Section Subdivi  sion Acres 

46  T.    42   S.  R.    14  W.      sec.    15  SW1/4NE1/4  40.00 


47  T.    42   S.  R.    14  W.      sec. 


sec. 


sec.    17 


Toi 

tal       40.00 

SE1/4SE1/4NE1/4 

10.00 

NE1/4SE1/4 

40.00 

SE1/4NW1/4SE1/4 

10.00 

S1/2SE1/4 

80.00 

SE1/4SE1/4SW1/4 

10.00 

SE1/4NW1/4NW1/4 

10.00 

SW1/4NW1/4 

40.00 

NW1/4SW1/4 

40.00 

N1/2SW1/4SW1/4 

20.00 

SW1/4SW1/4SW1/4 

10.00 

N1/2N1/2NE1/4 

40.00 

SW1/4NE1/4NE1/4 

10.00 

S1/2NW1/4NE1/4 

20.00 

NW1/4SW1/4NE1/4 

10.00 

E1/2NW1/4 

80.00 

E1/2W1/2NW1/4 

40.00 

SW1/4NW1/4NW1/4 

10.00 

W1/2SW1/4NW1/4 

20.00 

Total  500.00 

48                  T.    41    S.            R.    14  W.      sec.    13            SE1/4NE1/4  40.00 

E1/2SE1/4  80.00 

SW1/4SE1/4  40.00 

S1/2SW1/4  80.00 

sec.    14           SEl/4SEl/4(part   E  of   Freeway)  30.00 

sec.   23            E1/2NE1/4  80.00 

NWl/4NEl/4(part   E   of   Freeway)  5.00 

N1/2SE1/4SE1/4  20.00 

SE1/4SE1/4SE1/4  10.00 

NE1/4SE1/4  40.00 

sec.   24           All  360.00 

sec.   25           Lot     1  12.31 

Lot     2  12.92 

Lot     3  14.03 

Lot     4  15.13 

Lot     5   (Nl/2   of   Lot)  20.00 

Lot     6  40.00 

Lot     7  40.00 

Lot     8  41.65 

Lot     9  41.50 
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Parcel 

No. Townshi  p Range Secti  on Subdivi  sion Acres 

48       T.  41  S.     R.  14  W.   sec.  25     Lot  10  41.35 

N1/2SE1/4NW1/4  20.00 

SE1/4SE1/4NW1/4  10.00 

E1/2NE1/4SW1/4  20.00 

SW1/4NE1/4  40.00 

SE1/4SW1/4  40.00 

W1/2SE1/4  80.00 

1273.89 

Note:  Corrections  to  48  and  legal  descriptions  for  48a,  48b,  48c  and  48d  are  held  up 
pending  results  of  new  survey  being  completed  by  cadastral  survey. 

50       T.  38  S.     R.  13  W. 


51        T.  40  S.     R.  13  W. 


T.  41  S.     R.  13  W. 


52       T.  41  S.     R.  13  W. 


53       T.  40  S.     R.  13  W. 


sec. 

21 

SE1/4NW1/4 

Total 

40.00 
40.00 

sec. 

31 

Lot  1 
Lot  2 
Lot  3 
Lot  4 
NE1/4SW1/4 
E1/2NW1/4 
NEl/4 

56.90 
56.90 
56.90 
54.62 
40.00 
80.00 
160.00 

sec. 

6 

NW1/4NW1/4 

Total 

40.00 
545.32 

sec. 

5 

Lot  1 
Lot  5 
Lot  6 
Lot  7 

Total 

39.68 
42.17 
43.55 
43.00 
168.40 

sec. 

27 

S1/2SW1/4 

80.00 

sec. 

28 

El/2SEl/4(part  E  ( 

3f  Freeway) 

40.00 

sec. 

33 

S1/2NE1/4 
NE1/4NE1/4 

80.00 
40.00 

SEl/4NWl/4(part  E 

of  Freeway) 

25.00 

NWl/4SWl/4(part  E 

of  Freeway) 

12.50 

NE1/4SW1/4 

40.00 

sec. 

4 

N1/2SE1/4 
Lot  1 
Lot  2 
Lot  3 

80.00 
33.56 
38.38 
38.18 
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Parcel 

No. Township Range Section Subdivision Acres 

53  T.  40  S.     R.  13  W.   sec.  4     Lot  2  39.68 

Lot  3  39.73 

S1/2N1/2  160.00 

N1/2S1/2  160.00 

S1/2SW1/4  80.00 

sec.  5     Lot  8  43.20 

Lot  9  43.90 

Total  1074.13 

54  T.  40  S.     R.  13  W.   sec.  34     N1/2SE1/4  80.00 

SE1/4SE1/4  40.00 

Total      120.00 

55  T.  40  S.     R.  13  W.  sec.  35     E1/2SE1/4  80.00 

Total      80.00 

56  T.  41  S.     R.  13  W.   sec.   1     Lot  3  43.50 

Lot  4  43.13 

S1/2NW1/4  80.00 

NE1/4SW1/4  40.00 

Total  206.63 

57  T.   41    S.  R.    13  W.      sec.      8  Lot   10  44.58 

Total  44.58 

58  T.   41    S.  R.    13  W.      sec.      8  Lot     9  47.36 

47.50 

Total  94.86 

59  T.   41    S.  R.    13  W.      sec.      8  Lot   12  47.81 

40.00 
37.45 
38.85 
40.00 
13.78 
38.22 
38.60 
14.04 

160.00 

160.00 

80.00 

Total  708.75 


R. 

13  W. 

sec. 

8 

Lot 
Lot 

9 
3 

R. 

13  W. 

sec. 

8 

Lot 

12 

sec. 

9 

Lot 
Lot 
Lot 
Lot 
Lot 
Lot 
Lot 
Lot 

3 
4 
5 
6 
8 
9 
10 
11 

NEl/4 

SWl/4 

W1/2SE1/4 
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No. Township Range Section Subdivi  sion Acres 

60       T.  41  S.     R.  13  W.   sec.  10     SE1/4SW1/4  40.00 

sec.  15     W1/2W1/2  160.00 

E1/2NW1/4  80.00 

NE1/2SW1/4  40.00 


61  T.  41  S.  R.  13  W.  sec.  12  E1/2SW1/4 

64  T.  41  S.  R.  13  W.  sec.  29  Sl/2 

68  T.  41  S.  R.  13  W.  sec.  28  NW1/4SE1/4 

69  T.  41  S.  R.  13  W.  sec.  25  NW1/4NE1/4 

70  T.  42  S.  R.  13  W.  sec.  11  Lot  1 

71  T.  42  S.  R.  13  W.  sec.  11  Lot  3 

72  T.  42  S.  R.  13  W.  sec.   8  NE1/4SE1/4 

73  T.  42  S.  R.  13  W.  sec.  10  SE1/4SE1/4 

74  T.  42  S.  R.  13  W.  sec.  28  NW1/4NW1/4 

75  T.  42  S.  R.  13  W.  sec.  28  NW1/4SE1/4 

76  T.  42  S.  R.  13  W.  sec.  28  S1/2SW1/4 


Total 

320.00 

80.00 

Total 

80.00 

320.00 

Total 

320.00 

40.00 

Total 

40.00 

40.00 

Total 

40.00 

40.91 

Total 

40.91 

41.95 

Total 

41.95 

40.00 

Total 

40.00 

40.00 

Total 

40.00 

40.00 

Total 

40.00 

40.00 

Total 

40.00 

80.00 

Total      80.00 


77       T.  41  S.     R.  12  W.   sec.  19     E1/2E1/2  160.00 

sec.  20     Nl/2  320.00 

N1/2S1/2  160.00 

SE1/4SW1/4  40.00 

sec.   21            Nl/2  320.00 
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Parcel 

No. Township Range Section Subdivi  sion Acres 

77  T.  41  S.     R.  12  W.   sec.  22     N1/2NW1/4  80.00 

NW1/4NE1/4  40.00 

Total  1120.00 

78  T.  41  S.     R.  12  W   sec.  23     N1/2NW1/4  80.00 

NW1/4NE1/4  40.00 

Total  120.00 

79  T.  41  S.     R.  12  W.   sec.  22     SE1/4NW1/4  40.00 

Total  40.00 

80  T.  41  S.     R.  12  W.   sec.  19     Lot  4  40.21 

sec.  30     Lot  1  40.25 

Total  80.46 

81  T.  41  S.     R.  12  W.   sec.  28     N1/2NE1/4  80.00 

Total  80.00 

82  T.  43  S.     R.  12  W.  sec.  33     Lot  3  38.64 

Lot  4  38.78 

NWl/4  160.00 

W1/2NE1/4  80.00 

Total  317.42 

83  T.  43  S.     R.  12  W.  sec.  34     Lot  3  38.10 

Lot  4  38.21 

Total  76.31 

84  T.  40  S.     R.  11  W.  sec.  19     E1/2SW1/4  80.00 

Total  80.00 

85  T.  40  S.     R.  11  W.  sec.  29     W1/2SW1/4  80.00 

SE1/4SW1/4  40.00 

SW1/4SE1/4  40.00 

sec.  30     E1/2SE1/4  80.00 

Total  240.00 

86  T.  41  S.     R.  11  W.   sec.  19     NE1/4SW1/4  40.00 

Total  40.00 

87  T.  41  S.     R.  11  W.   sec.  29     SWl/4  160.00 

sec.  30     Lot  2  39.91 

Lot  3  39.95 

E1/2SW1/4  80.00 

SEl/4  160.00 
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Parcel 

No. Township Range Section Subdivision Acres 

87       T.  41  S.     R.  n  W.   sec.  31     NE1/4NE1/4  40.00 

Total      519.86 

T.  42  S.     R.  11  W.  sec.  3     Lot  3  36.83 

36.83 
Total      73.66 

89  T.  42  S.     R.  11  W.   sec.   1     Lot  1  37.36 

37.26 
37.17 
37.08 
40.48 
40.48 
40.48 
40.48 

Total      310.79 

90  T.  42  S.     R.  11  W.  sec.  20     NW1/4SW1/4  40.00 

Total      40.00 

91  T.  42  S.     R.  11  W.   sec.  31     E1/2E1/2  160.00 

40.00 

Total      200.00 

92  T.  43  S.     R.  11  W.   sec.   7     SE1/4NE1/4  40.00 

80.00 
40.00 

160.00 

40.00 

40.00 

Total      400.00 

93  T.  43  S.     R.  11  W.  sec.  11     S1/2SW1/4  80.00 

80.00 
40.00 

160.00 
Total      360.00 

94  T.  43  S.     R.  11  W.  sec.  31     Lot  1  40.00 

40.00 
25.01 
25.10 
37.33 
37.36 
23.55 

Total  228.35 


R. 

11 

W. 

sec. 

3 

Lot  3 
Lot  4 

R. 

11 

W. 

sec. 

1 

Lot  1 
Lot  2 
Lot  3 
Lot  4 
Lot  5 
Lot  6 
Lot  7 
Lot  8 

R. 

11 

W. 

sec. 

20 

NW1/4SW1/4 

R. 

11 

W. 

sec. 

31 

E1/2E1/2 
SW1/4SE1/4 

R. 

11 

W. 

sec. 

7 

SE1/4NE1/4 

N1/2SE1/4 

SE1/4SE1/4 

sec. 

8 

W1/2W1/2 

sec. 

17 

NW1/4NW1/4 

sec. 

18 

NE1/4NE1/4 

R. 

11 

W. 

sec. 

11 

S1/2SW1/4 

sec. 

14 

N1/2NW1/4 
SW1/4NW1/4 

sec. 

15 

E1/2E1/2 

R. 

11 

W. 

sec. 

31 

Lot  1 
Lot  2 
Lot  3 
Lot  4 
Lot  9 
Lot  10 
Lot  11 
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Parcel 

No. Township Range Section Subdivi  sion Acres 

95       T.  43  S.     R.  n  W.   sec.  33     Lot  3 

Lot  4 


96       T.  43  S.     R.  11  W.   sec.  35     NEl/4 

NE1/4NW1/4 
S1/2NW1/4 
T.  43  S.     R.  n  W.  sec.  35     Lot  1 

Lot  2 


97       T.  41  S.     R.  10  W.   sec.  33     SWl/4 

S1/2NW1/4 
NE1/4NW1/4 


98       T.  42  S.     R.  10  W.   sec.  5     Lot  1 

Lot  2 
S1/2NE1/4 


99  T.  42  S.  R.  10  W.  sec.  5  SE1/4NW1/4 

TOO  T.  42  S.  R.  10  W.  sec.  3  N1/2SW1/4 

101  T.  42  S.  R.  10  W.  sec.  6  NE1/4SW1/4 

102  T.  42  S.  R.  10  W.  sec.  5  S1/2SW1/4 


103       T.  43  S.     R.  10  W.  sec.  7     SEl/4 

sec.  8     S1/2N1/2SW1/4 
S1/2SW1/4 
SW1/4SE1/4 
sec.  17     N1/2NW1/4 
NW1/4NE1/4 
SW1/4NW1/4 
sec.  18     Lot  1 
Lot  2 
NEl/4 
E1/2NW1/4 


37.42 

37.23 

Total 

74.65 

160.00 

40.00 

80.00 

37.94 

38.18 

Total 

356.12 

160.00 

80.00 

40.00 

Total 

280.00 

40.00 

40.00 

80.00 

Total 

160.00 

40.00 

Total 

40.00 

80.00 

Total 

80.00 

40.00 

Total 

40.00 

80.00 

Total 

80.00 

160.00 

40.00 

80.00 

40.00 

80.00 

40.00 

40.00 

37.02 

37.08 

160.00 

80.00 
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Parcel 

No. Township Range Section Subdivi  sion Acres 

103  T.    43   S.          R.    11   W.      sec.    13            NEl/4  160.00 

Total  954.10 

104  T.  43  S.    R.  10  W.   sec.  17     S1/2SW1/4  80.00 

sec.  20     W1/2W1/2  160.00 

NE1/4NW1/4  40.00 

sec.  28     W1/2NW1/4  80.00 

SE1/4NW1/4  40.00 

SW1/4NE1/4  40.00 

NE1/4SW1/4  40.00 

T.  43  S.     R.  10  W.   sec.  28     SE1/4SW1/4  40.00 

W1/2SE1/4  80.00 

sec.  29     NEl/4  160.00 

NE1/4NW1/4  40.00 

sec.  33     NW1/4NE1/4  40.00 

NE1/4NW1/4  40.00 

Total  880.00 

105  T.  43  S.     R.  10  W.   sec.  27     SW1/4SE1/4  40.00 

Total  40.00 

107  T.  42  S.     R.  14  W.   sec.  19     Lot  10  0.34 

sec.  20     Lot  5  8.48 

Total  8.82 

108  T.  42  S.     R.  14  W.   sec.  19     Lot  17  11.40 

Total  11.40 

109  T.   42  S.            R.    16  W.      sec.    15           NW1/4NW1/4  40.00 

Total  40.00 

110  T.   42  S.            R.    16  W.      sec.    15           Lot     1  8.73 

Lot     2  6.29 

W1/2W1/2NE1/4  40.00 

SE1/4NW1/4  40.00 

NE1/4SW1/4  40.00 

N1/2SE1/4SW1/4  20.00 

W1/2NW1/4SE1/4  20.00 

NW1/4SW1/4SE1/4  10.00 

Total  185.02 

111  T.   42  S.            R.    16  W.      sec.    15           Tract  37  13.37 

Total  13.37 
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Township 


Range Section 


Subdi vi  sion 


Acres 


112 


113 


114 


115 


116 


117 


118 
119 

120 


T.  42  S. 


T.  42  S. 


T.  43  S. 


T.  43  S. 


T.  42  S. 


T.  43  S. 


T.  43  S. 


T.  39  S. 
T.  42  S. 

T.  42  S. 


R.  16  W.  sec.  10 


R.  16  W.   sec.  35 


R.  16  W.   sec.   1 


R.  15  W.  sec.  8 


R.  15  W.  sec.  15 


R.  10  W.   sec.  27 


R.  10  W.   sec.  27 


R.  16  W.   sec.  31 
R.  16  W.   sec.  7 

R.  16  W.   sec.  7 


NE1/4SE1/4 
SE1/4NE1/4 


NE1/4SE1/4NW1/4 
E1/2NW1/4SE1/4NW1/4 


Lot  16 


Tract  37 


NW1/4NW1/4 


Total 


Total 


Total 


Total 


40.00 
40.00 
80.00 


10.00 

5.00 

15.00 


10.00 
10.00 

41.41 
41.41 

40.00 


Total 

40.00 

SW1/4NW1/4NE1/4 

10.00 

W1/2SW1/4NE1/4 

20.00 

W1/2W1/2SE1/4SW1/4NE1/4 

2.50 

SE1/4NE1/4NE1/4NW1/4 

2.50 

SE1/4NE1/4NW1/4 

10.00 

E1/2SE1/4NW1/4 

20.00 

E1/2E1/2NW1/4SE1/4NW1/4 

2.50 

E1/2E1/2SE1/4SW1/4NE1/4 

2.50 

Total 

70.00 

SE1/4SE1/4 

40.00 

Total 

40.00 

N1/2SW1/4NE1/4 

20.00 

Total 

20.00 

Lot  10 

39.06 

S1/2S1/2SE1/4NW1/4 

10.00 

S1/2N1/2S1/2SE1/4NW1/4 

5.00 

S1/2NW1/4NE1/4 

20.00 

SE1/4NE1/4 

40.00 

114.06 
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122  T.   41    S. 

T.   41    S. 


123  T.   42   S. 


124  T.   42   S. 


125  T.   42   S. 


127  T.    43   S. 

T.   43   S. 


128  T.   43  S. 


T.   43  S. 


129  T.   43  S. 


130  T.   41    S. 


131  T.   41    S. 


R. 

12  W. 

sec. 

13 

Lot  1,  NE1/4SE1/4 

80.13 

sec. 

24 

Lot  1,  Lot  2 

81.31 

R. 

11  W. 

sec. 

18 

Lot  2 
Lot  3 

39.60 

39.64 

240.68 

R. 

16  W. 

sec. 

28 

Lot  2 

Total 

39.03 
39.03 

R. 

16  W. 

sec. 

28 

SE1/4NW1/4 
SWl/4 

Total 

40.00 
160.00 
200.00 

R. 

10  W. 

sec. 

10 

Lots  1  &  2 

Total 

80.12 
80.12 

R. 

10  W. 

sec. 

18 

Lot  3  &  NE1/4SW1/4 

77.12 

R. 

11  W. 

sec. 

13 

N1/2S1/2 

160.00 

sec. 

14 

NE1/4SE1/4 

Total 

40.00 
277.12 

R. 

10  W. 

sec. 
sec. 

18 
19 

SE1/4SE1/4 

Lots  2,  3,  4,  El/2, 

SE1/4NW1/4,  E1/2SW1/4 

40.00 
551.79 

sec. 

28 

NW1/4SW1/4 

40.00 

sec. 

29 

NW1/4NW1/4,  S1/2NW1/4 
N1/2SW1/4,  N1/2SE1/4 

• 

280.00 

R. 

11  W. 

sec. 

24 

E1/2SE1/4 

Total 

80.00 
991.79 

R. 

10  W. 

sec. 

33 

SW1/4NE1/4 
S1/2SE1/4NE1/4 

40.00 
20.00 

sec. 

34 

S1/2SW1/4NW1/4 

Total 

20.00 
80.00 

R. 

17  W. 

sec. 

24 

S1/2NW1/4NE1/4 

SW1/4NE1/4 

S1/2NE1/4NW1/4 

S1/2NW1/4NW1/4 

SE1/4NW1/4 

Total 

20.00 
40.00 
20.00 
20.00 
40.00 
140.00 

R. 

16  W. 

sec. 
sec. 

19 
30 

Lots  2,  3,  &  4 
Lot  1 

Total  190.49 
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132  T.  41  S.     R.  16  W.   sec.  30     W1/2SW1/4NE1/4  20.00 

Total      20.00 

133  T.  40  S.     R.  13  W.  sec.  27     E1/2NW1/4NW1/4  20.00 

Total      20.00 

134  T.  39  S.     R.  10  W.  sec.  19     SW1/4NE1/4  40.00 

40.00 

136       T.  40  S.     R.  16  W.  sec.  17     A  strip  4  2.02 


R. 

10 

W. 

sec. 

19 

SW1/4NE1/4 

Total 

R. 

16 

W. 

sec. 

17 

A  strip  4 
rods  wide  off 
the  south  side 
of  the  SW1/4SE1/4 
(Lot  1) 

sec. 

19 

SE1/4NE1/4 
E1/2NE1/4SE1/4 

sec. 

20 

SW1/4NW1/4 
NW1/4SW1/4 

R. 

13 

W. 

sec. 

17 

SW1/4SW1/4 

sec. 

18 

SE1/4SE1/4 

40.00 
20.00 
40.00 
40.00 
Total      142.02 

137       T.  42  S.     R.  13  W.  sec.  17     SW1/4SW1/4  40.00 

40.00 
Total      80.00 
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Parcel 
Number 

38.20.1 


Location 

T.  38  S.,  R.  20  W., 
sec.  24:   Lot  2 


Acres 


48 


Benefiting  Activity 
Wild! ife/Riparian 


43.20.1     T.  43  S.,  R.  20  W., 
sec.  35:  All 


370 


T/E  (Desert  Tortoise  Cat.  1) 


38.19.1  T.  38  S.,  R.  19  W.,  350 

sec.  4:  NE1/4SW1/4,  W1/2SE1/4, 

SE1/4SE1/4 
sec.  9:  E1/2NE1/4 
sec.  10:  W1/2NW1/4,  SE1/4NW1/4 

38.19.2  T.  38  S.,  R.  19  W.,  640 

sec.  15:  Nl/2 
sec.  16:  Nl/2 


Wildlife 


Wildlife 


39.19.1     T.  39  S.,  R.  19  W., 

sec.  16:  S1/2SW1/4 


80 


Wildlife 


39.19.2     T.  39  S.,  R.  19  W., 

sec.  20:   SW1/4NW1/4 


40 


Recreation  (ERMA),  Wildlife 


39.19.3     T.  39  S..  R.  19  W., 
sec.  29: 

The  parcel  of  private  land  in 
the  SEl/4  of  section. 


17 


Recreation   (ERMA),   Wildlife 


40.19.1     T.  40  S.,  R.  19  W., 
sec.  16:  All 


640 


Watershed,  Wildlife 


43.19.1     T.  43  S.,  R.  19  W., 
sec.  16:  All 


640 


T/E  Desert  Tortoise  (Cat.  1) 


43.19.2     T.  43  S..  R.  19  W.. 
sec.  32:  All 


371 


T/E  Desert  Tortoise  (Cat.  1) 


43.19.3     T.  43  S..  R.  19  W., 
sec.  36:  All 


372 


T/E  Desert  Tortoise  (Cat.  1) 


43.19.4     T.  43  S.,  R.  19  W., 
sec.  2:  All 


640 


T/E  Desert  Tortoise  (Cat.  1) 
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LANDS  IDENTIFIED  FOR  ACQUISITION  (continued) 


Parcel 
Number 


Location 


Acres 

160 


39.18.1     T.  39  S.,  R  18  W., 

sec.  16:  W1/2NW1/4 

sec.  17:  SE1/4NE1/4,  NE1/4SE1/4 
43.18.1     T.  43  S..  R.  18  W.,  160 

sec.  5:  SE1/4SW1/4,  SW1/4SE1/4 

sec.  8:   NE1/4NW1/4,  NW1/4NE1/4 


Benefiting  Activity 
Recreation  (ERMA),  Wildlife 

T/E  Desert  Tortoise  (Cat.  1) 


43.18.2     T.  43  S..  R.  18  W., 
sec.  16:  All 


640 


T/E  Desert  Tortoise  (Cat.  1) 


43.18.3     T.  43  S.,  R.  18  W..  160 

sec.  19:   E1/2SW1/4,  W1/2SE1/4 


T/E  Desert  Tortoise  (Cat.  1) 


43.18.4     T.  43  S..  R.  18  W., 
sec.  30: 

Private  parcel  in  NWl/4 
of  section. 


T/E  Desert  Tortoise  (Cat.  1) 


43.18.5     T.  43  S.,  R.  18  W., 
sec.  32:  All 


371 


T/E  Desert  Tortoise  (Cat.  1) 


43.18.6     T.  43  S.,  R.  18  W., 
sec.  36:  All 


371 


Wi  Iderness 


40.17.1     T.  40  S.,  R.  17  W., 

sec.  4:  SW1/4NW1/4,  NW1/4SW1/4 
sec.  5:   E1/2NE1/4 


160 


Wildlife 


40.17.2     T.  40  S. ,  R.  17  W., 
sec.  16:  All 


640 


Riparian,  Water  quality  & 
Producti  on 


40.17.3     T.  40  S.,  R.  17  W..  560 

sec.  36:  S1/2NE1/4,  NWl/4.  Sl/2 


Recreation  (SRMA) 


41.17.1     T.  41  S..  R.  17  W., 
sec.  2:  All 


640 


Recreation  (SRMA)  Ground 
Water  Protection 


41.17.2     T.  41  S.,  R.  17  W., 

sec.  17:  NW1/4SE1/4 


40 


Recreation  (SRMA), 
Ri  pari  an 


41.17.3     T.  41  S.,  R.  17  W., 
sec.  16:  All 


640 


Recreation  (SRMA)  Ground 
Water  Protection 
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LANDS  IDENTIFIED  FOR  ACQUISITION  (continued) 


Parcel 

Number 

Location 

Acres 

42.17.1 

T. 

42  S.,  R, 

.  17  W., 

160 

sec.  12: 

SW1/4NE1/4, 
SE1/4SE1/4 

W1/2SW1/4, 

42.17.2 

T. 

42  S.,  R. 
sec.  32: 

,  17  W., 
All 

640 

42.17.3 

T. 

42  S.,  R, 
sec.  36: 

,  17  W., 
All 

640 

43.17.1 

T. 

43  S.,  R. 
sec.  2: 

,  17  W., 
All 

640 

43.17.2 

T. 

43  S..  R. 

17  W., 

320 

sec.  8: 

W1/2NE1/4,  SE1/4NW1/4, 

sec.  17: 


E1/2SW1/4,  W1/2SE1/4 
NE1/4NW1/4 


43.17.3 

'  • 

43  S..  R. 
sec.  16: 

17  W., 
All 

640 

43.17.4 

T- 

43  S.,  R. 
sec.  32: 

17  W., 
All 

375 

43.17.5 

T- 

43  S..  R. 
sec.  36: 

17  W., 

All 

445 

39.16.1 

39  S.,  R. 

16  W., 

120 

sec.  16: 

N1/2NE1/4, 

NE1/4NW1/4 

39.16.2 

39  S..  R. 

16  W., 

280 

sec.  27: 

E1/2NW1/4, 

SE1/4NW1/4, 

SWl/4 

40.16.1 

T- 

40  S..  R. 
sec.  2: 

16  W., 
Wl/2,  SEl/4 

480 

40.16.2 

T- 

40  S.,  R. 
sec.  36: 

16  W., 
All 

640 

41.16.1 

T- 

41  S..  R. 
sec.  16: 

16  W., 
NWl/4 

160 

41.16.2     T.  41  S.,  R.  16  W., 

sec.  28:  S1/2SW1/4 


80 


Benefiting  Activity 
Riparian,  Recreation  (ERMA) 

Recreation  (ERMA) 

Critical  Watershed 

Critical  Watershed 


Wildlife,  State 
identified  for 
exchange 


State  identified  for 
exchange 

Wilderness 


Wilderness 


Wildlife 


Wildlife 


Wildlife 


Ground  Water  Protection 


Wildlife 
Recreation  (SRMA) 

Wildlife, 
Recreation  (SRMA) 
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LANDS  IDENTIFIED  FOR  ACQUISITION  (continued) 


Parcel 
Number 

41.16.3 


Location 

T.  41  S.,  R. 
sec.  36: 


16  W., 
All 


Acres       Benefiting  Activity 

640         Desert  Tortoise  (Cat.  1) 
Gila  Monster 


42.16.1  T.  42  S..  R.  16  W.,  40 

sec.  32:  NE1/4NE1/4 

42.16.2  T.  42  S..  R.  16  W.,  600 

sec.  32:  W1/2NE1/4,  SE1/4NE1/4, 
Wl/2,  SEl/4 


Critical  Watershed 
Critical  Watershed 


43.16.1 


T.  43  S.,  R. 
sec.  32: 


16  W., 
All 


380 


State  ID  for  Exchange 


41.15.1 


T.   41    S.,    R. 
sec.    16: 


15  W., 
Nl/2 


320 


Wildlife,    Ground  Water 
Protection 


41.15.2  T.   41    S..    R.    15  W.,  1,190 

sec.  20:  N1/2SW1/4SW1/4.  SE1/4SW1/4SW1/4, 

SW1/4SE1/4. 
sec.  28:  W1/2NW1/4,  NW1/4SW1/4 
sec.  29:   Nl/2,  SWl/4,  N1/2SE1/4, 

SW1/4SE1/4 
sec.  30:   E1/2E1/2 
sec.  32:   NWl/4,  NE1/4SW1/4.  NW1/4SE1/4 


Wildlife 


42.15.1 


T.  42  S.,  R. 
sec.  6: 
sec.  7: 


15  W. 
El/2, 
El/2. 


640 


T/E  (Desert  Tortoise) 


41  .14.1 


T.  41  S.,  R. 
sec.  16: 


14  W. 
All 


640 


Recreation  (SRMA)  Ground 
Water  Protection 


41.14.2 


T.  41  S.,  R 
sec.  14 
sec.  15 
sec.  22 

sec.  23: 
sec.  27: 


14  W.  , 

W1/2SW1/4SW1/4 
SE1/4SE1/4 

E1/2NE1/4,  SE1/4SW1/4 
NE1/4SE1/4,  S1/2SE1/4 
NW1/4SW1/4 
N1/2NE1/4,  SE1/4NE1/4 


420 


Recreation  (SRMA)  T/E 
Peregrine  falcon,  tortoise, 
gila  monster 


42.14.1 


T.  42  S..  R. 
sec.  36: 


14  W., 
NW1/4NW1/4 


40 


Recreation  (SRMA) 


42.14.2     T.  42  S.,  R.  14  W., 

sec.  36:   NW1/4NE1/4 


40 


Recreation  (SRMA) 
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LANDS   IDENTIFIED   FOR  ACQUISITION   (continued) 


Parcel 

Number 

Location 

Acres 

42.14.3 

T. 

42  S.. 

R.  14  W., 

560 

sec.  36 

:   NE1/4NE1/4 

,  S1/2NE1/4 

NE1/4NW1/4 

,  S1/2NW1/4, 

Sl/2 

43.14.1 

T. 

43  S., 
sec.  2 

R.  14  W., 
:  All 

640 

43.14.2 

T. 

43  S.,  1 
sec.  32 

R.  14  W., 
:  All 

468 

43.14.3 

T. 

43  S.,  t 
sec.  36 

I.    14  W., 
:  All 

476 

42.15.2 

T. 

42  S..  1 
sec.  24 

R.  15  W., 
:  W1/2SW1/4 

80 

39.13.1 

T. 

39  S..  R.  13  W., 

160 

sec.  26 

E1/2SW1/4, 

W1/2SE1/4 

40.13.1 

T. 

40  S.,  R.  13  W., 

1,600 

sec.  2 

W1/2E1/2,  Wl/2 

sec.  3 

El/2, 

sec.  10 

El/2 

sec.  11 

N1/2NE1/4, 

SE1/4NE1/4, 

W1/2NW1/4 

W1/2SW1/4, 

SE1/4SW1/4, 

SEl/4 

41.13.1 

T. 

41  S.,  F 
sec.  25 

I.    14  W., 
SE1/4SE1/4 

240 

T. 

41  S.,  F 
sec.  30 

I.    13  W., 
SWl/4 

41.13.2 

T. 

41  S..  F 
sec.  30: 

t.  13  W., 
SE1/4NE1/4 

40 

41.13.3 

T. 

41  S..  F 

..  13  W.. 

200 

sec.  28: 

NW1/4NE1/4, 
NE1/4NW1/4, 

SE1/4NE1/4 
S1/2NW1/4 

■ 

41.13.4 

T. 

41  S.,  R 
sec.  26: 

.  13  W.. 
NW1/4NW1/4 

160 

sec.  27: 

N1/2NE1/4, 

NE1/4NW1/4 

41.13.5 

T. 

41  S..  R 
sec.  29: 

.  13  W.. 
NW1/4NW1/4 

40 

Benefiting  Activity 
Recreation   (SRMA) 

Recreation    (SRMA) 
Critical   Watershed 

Recreation 

T/E  Plants 

Wildlife 

Wildlife   (Mule  Deer) 


Ripari  an 


Riparian 


Riparian 


Riparian 


Ri  pari  an 
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LANDS  IDENTIFIED  FOR  ACQUISITION  (continued) 


Parcel 

Number 

41.13.6 


Location 

T.  41  S.,  R.  13  W., 
sec.  30:   N1/2NE1/4 


Acres 


80 


Benefiting  Activity 
Ri  pari  an 


41.13.7     T.  41  S..  R.  13  W.. 

sec.  30:  The  patented 
mining  claim  located 
in  the  SW1/4NE1/4. 

42.13.1     T.  42  S.,  R.  13  W., 

sec.  24:  W1/2SE1/4 


15 


80 


Riparian 


Livestock  Grazing 


42.13.2     T.  42  S..  R.  13  W.. 

sec.  36:  W1/2NW1/4 


80 


Recreation  (ERMA) 


42.13.3     T.  42  S.,  R.  13  W., 

sec.  36:  W1/2NE1/4 


80 


Recreation  (ERMA) 


42.13.4     T.  42  S.,  R.  13  W., 


43.13.1 


43.13.2 


480 


sec.  36:   E1/2NE1/4,  E1/2NW1/4,  Sl/2 

T.  43  S.,  R.  13  W.,  640 

sec.  2:  All 


T.  43  S..  R.  13  W., 
sec.  16:  All 


640 


Recreation  (ERMA) 


Recreation  (ERMA) 


Recreation  (SRMA) 


43.13.3     T.  43S.,R.  13W., 
sec.  32:  All 


474 


Recreation  (SRMA) 


39.12.1     T.  39  S..  R.  12  W., 


39.12.2 


41.13.8 


320 


sec.  20 
sec.  29 
sec.  30 


SW1/4SW1/4 

NWl/4 

N1/2NE1/4,  NE1/4NW1/4 


T.  39  S.,  R.  12  W.,  160 

sec.  26:   N1/2NE1/4,  SW1/4NE1/4, 
SE1/4NW1/4 

T.  41  S..  R.  13  W.,  20 

sec.  20:  SW1/4NW1/4 


Wildlife 


Wildlife,    Recreation(SRMA) 


Recreation 


41.13.9     T.  41  S.,  R.  13  W., 

sec.  19:  SEl/4  in  part 
sec.  30:  NWl/4 

40.12.1     T.  40  S..  R.  12  W., 

sec.  18:  W1/2E1/2 


70 


160 


Recreation 


Riparian,  Recreation  (SRMA) 
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LANDS  IDENTIFIED  FOR  ACQUISITION  (continued) 


Parcel 

Number 

Location 

Acres 

40.12 

.2 

T. 

40  S., 
sec.  19 
sec.  30 

R.  12  W., 

:   SE1/4SW1/4 

:   N1/2NW1/4.  SE1/4NW1/4 

160 

41.12 

.1 

T. 

41  S., 
sec.  27 
sec.  28 

R.  12  W., 

:   SW1/4NW1/4,  NW1/4SW1/4 

:  SE1/4NE1/4,  NE1/4SE1/4 

160 

41.12 

.2 

T. 

41  S., 
sec.  32 

R.  12  W., 

:   NW1/4NW1/4 

40 

41.12 

3 

T. 

41  S., 
sec.  32 

R.  12  W., 

:  NEl/4,  NE1/4NW1/4. 
S1/2NW1/4,  Sl/2 

600 

42.12 

1 

T. 

42  S., 

sec.  19 

R.  12  W.. 

:  NW1/4SE1/4 

40 

42.12 

2 

T. 

42  S.,  1 
sec.  32 

R.  12  W.. 
:  All 

640 

43.12 

1 

T. 

43  S.,  1 
sec.  16 

R.  12  W., 
:  All 

640 

43.12 

2 

T. 

43  S.,  1 
sec.  24 
sec.  25 

R.  12  W., 

:  SE1/4SE1/4 

:  E1/2E1/2,  SW1/4SE1/4 

320 

T. 

43  S.,  1 
sec.  30 

R.  11  W., 

:   Lots  2,  3,  4,  and  Wl/2 

42.11 

1 

T. 

42  S..  ( 
sec.  16 

R.  11  W.. 
:  An 

640 

42.11 

2 

T. 

42  S.,  R.  11  W., 

640 

sec.  13 

W1/2SW1/4 

sec.  14 

SEl/4 

sec.  23 

NEl/4,  E1/2SE1/4 

sec.  24 

W1/2W1/2 

43.11 

1 

T. 

43  S.,  F 
sec.  2: 

I.    11  W.. 
All 

640 

43.11 

2 

T. 

43  S..  F 

I.    11  W., 

160 

Benefiting  Activity 
Riparian,  Recreation  (SRMA) 

Livestock  Grazing 
Livestock  Grazing 
Livestock  Grazing 

Riparian 

Wildlife,  Recreation  (ERMA) 
Wildlife,  Recreation  (ERMA) 
Livestock  Grazing 


Recreation  (SRMA  Part) 


Recreation  (SRMA) 


sec.  31:  Lots  5,  6,  N1/2NE1/4 


Recreation  (SRMA) 


Livestock  Grazing 
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LANDS  IDENTIFIED  FOR  ACQUISITION  (continued) 


Parcel 

Number      Locati on  Acres       Benefiting  Activity 

42.10.1  T.  42  S.,  R.  10  W.,  640         Recreation  (SRMA) 

sec.  16:  All 

42.10.2  T.  42  S.,  R.  10  W.,  640         Recreation  (SRMA) 

sec.  32:  All 

42.10.3  T.  42  S.,  R.  10  W.,  640         Recreation  (SRMA) 

sec.  36:  All 

43.10.1  T.  43  S.,  R.  10  W.,  640         Recreation  (SRMA) 

sec.  16:  All 

43.10.2  T.  43  S.,  R.  10  W.,  467         Recreation  (SRMA) 

sec.  36:  All 

42.11.3  T.  42  S.,  R.  11  W.,  640         Recreation  (SRMA) 

sec.  36:  All 

42.91/2  T.   42  S.,    R.   9   1/2  W.,  303  Recreation   (SRMA) 

sec.    32:  All 

43.91/2  T.   43   S..    R.    9   1/2  W.,  222  Recreation    (SRMA) 

sec.    32:  All 


TOTAL  ACRES  39,811 


Private  and   state  lands   not  encumbered  by   residential    developments   in   the  North 
Zion  Scenic  Recreation  Management  Area  (Deep  Creek  and  Crystal    Creek  area)   would 
be  considered  for  acquisition.      Likewise,    access  down  Crystal    Creek  and   to 
the  Deep  Creek  drainage  would  be  acquired.      Recreation  would  be  the  benefiting 
activity   (approximately  5,000  acres). 
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OIL  AND  GAS  STIPULATION  FORM 


1.  All  of  the  land  in  this  lease  is  included  in  (recreation  or  special 
areas,  etc.).  Therefore,  no  occupancy  or  disturbance  of  the  surface  of 
the  land  described  in  this  lease  is  authorized.  The  lessee,  however, 
may  exploit  the  oil  and  gas  resources  in  this  lease  by  directional 
drilling  from  sites  outside  the  lease.  If  a  proposed  drilling  site 
lies  on  land  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  a  permit 
for  use  of  the  site  must  be  obtained  from  the  BLM  district  manager 
before  drilling  or  other  development  begins. 

2.  No  access  or  work  trail  or  road,  earth  cut  or  fill,  structure  or 
other  improvement,  other  than  an  active  drilling  rig,  will  be  permitted 
if  it  can  be  viewed  from  the  (road,  lake,  river,  etc.) 

3.  No  occupancy  surface  occupancy  or  use  is  allowed  on  the  lands 
described: (Use  for  category  3  lands) 

4.  No  occupancy  or  other  surface  disturbance  will  be  allowed 

within  feet  of  the  (road,  trail,  river,  creek,  canal,  etc.).  This 

distance  may  be  modified  when  specifically  approved  in  writing  by  the 
authorized  officer  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

5.  No  drilling  or  storage  facilities  will  be  allowed  within  feet 

of  (live,  water,  the  reservoir,  etc.)  located  in  . 

This  distance  may  be  modified  when  specifically  approved  in  writing  by 
the  authorized  officer  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

6.  No  occupancy  or  other  surface  disturbance  will  be  allowed  on  slopes 

in  excess  of  percent,  without  written  permission  from  the 

authorized  officer  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

7.  In  order  to  (minimize  watershed  damage,  protect  important  seasonal 
wi Idlife  habitat,  etc.)  exploration,  drilling,  and  other  development 
activity  will  be  allowed  only  during  the  period  from  (APPLICABLE 
DATES) .  This  limitation  does  not  apply  to  maintenance  and  operation  of 
producing  wells.  Exceptions  to  this  limitation  in  any  year  may  be 
specifically  approved  in  writing  by  the  authorized  officer  of  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

8.  In  order  to  minimize  watershed  damage,  during  muddy  and/or  wet 
periods,  the  authorized  officer  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  may 
prohibit  exploration,  drilling,  or  other  development.  This  limitation 
does  not  apply  to  maintenance  and  operation  of  producing  wells. 


193 


APPENDIX  4 

OIL  AND  GAS  STIPULATION  FORM  (continued) 


9.  The (Trail /Road)  will  not  be  used  as  an  access  road 

for  activities  on  this  lease. 

10.  To  maintain  esthetic  values,  all  semi-permanent  and  permanent 
facilities  may  require  painting  or  camouflage  to  blend  with  the  natural 
surroundings.  The  paint  selection  or  method  of  camouflage  will  be 
subject  to  approval  by  the  authorized  officer  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management. 


194 


APPENDIX  5 

WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVER  EVALUATIONS 


STUDY  PROCESS 

A  wild  and  scenic  river  study  process  initially  determines  if  a  river 
segment  is  "eligible"  for  consideration  by  Congress  as  a  unit  of  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  (NWSRS).  The  two  standards  for 
eligibility,  free-flowing  and  outstandingly  remarkable  values,  are 
specified  by  Congress  pursuant  to  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  of 
1968  (WSRA).  The  process  then  classifies  the  eligible  segments  as  one 
or  a  combination  of  three  classes  specified  in  the  (WSRA).  Based  upon 
a  primitive  to  developed  shoreline  taxonomy,  river  segments  are 
classified  as  wild,  scenic,  or  recreational.  The  classification  of  a 
Dixie  Resource  Area  (DRA)  river  segment  must  reflect  the  least 
disturbed  condition  of  the  segment  as  it  appears  at  the  time  of  the 
Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  evaluations.  Classes  cannot  overlap. 
To  maintain  eligibility  at  the  level  of  classification.  Bureau  of  Land 
Mangement  (BLM)  guidelines  provide  for  protection,  to  the  extent  of  BLM 
authority,  during  the  interim  prior  to  Congressional  action. 

The  determination  of  suitability  is  the  third  step  in  the  river  study 
process.  This  step  provides  the  basis  for  a  decision  to  recommend 
designation  or  nondesignation  of  an  eligible  river.  The  DRA  lacks 
jurisdiction  along  most  segments  of  rivers  in  the  three-state  Virgin 
River  basin.  In  such  situations  where  more  than  one  agency's  lands  are 
involved,  the  study  of  suitability  is  automatically  deemed  a  joint 
effort  and  deferred  from  the  Draft  Resource  Mangement  Plan  (DRMP)  to 
the  time  that  all  agencies  have  completed  eligibility  and 
classification  studies  of  the  rivers.  Since  neither  the  DRA  or  Zion 
National  Park  (NP)  can  conduct  studies  of  river  segments  that  run 
through  both  jurisdictions;  by  Supplemental  Agreement  of  August  26, 
1987  between  the  Utah  State  Office,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the 
Rocky  Mountain  Regional  Office,  National  Park  Service,  evaluations  of 
1982  National  Rivers  Inventory  (NRI)  will  be  conducted  by 
interdisciplinary  teams  from  the  Cedar  City  District  and  Zion  National 
Park. 


ELIGIBILITY 

The  DRMP  identified  segments  with  BLM  jurisdiction  for  the  free-flowing 
stream  sections  within  the  DRA  (Washington  County)  portion  of  the 
Virgin  River  basin.  Eight  of  the  streams  possess  free-flowing  sections 
outside  the  boundaries  of  Washington  County  and  the  DRA.  In  accord 
with  the  WSRA,  river  sections  that  are  not  free-flowing  are  not 
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eligible  for  wild  and  scenic  river  consideration.  The  following 
free-flowing  sections  were  identified.  The  approximate  lengths  of 
free-flowing  sections  and  segments  of  BLM  jurisdiction  are  also  listed. 

Ash  Creek;  free-flowing-7.5  miles;  BLM,  two  segments,  one  mile. 
Crystal  Creek  to  Iron  County  line;  free-flowing-7.5  miles:  BLM, 

three  segments,  1.6  miles. 
Deep  Creek-N.  Fk.  Virgin  River  to  Kane  County  line;  9  miles; 

BLM,  three  segments,  3.5  miles. 
East  Fk.  Beaver  Dam  Wash;  free-flowing-14  miles;  BLM,  three 

segments,  1.3  mi les. 
Ft.  Pearce  Wash  to  Arizona  state  line;  free-flowing-12  miles; 

BLM,  three  segments,  11  miles. 
Kolob  Creek  to  Iron  County  line;  free-flowing-12. 5  miles;  BLM 

two  segments,  1.5  miles. 
LaVerkin  Creek  to  Iron  County  line;  free-flowing-27  miles;  BLM, 

five  segments,  13  mi les. 
North  Creek;  free-flowing-14  miles;  BLM,  three  segments,  1.5 

mi les. 
North  Fk.  Virgin  River-Springdale  to  Kane  County  line; 

free-flowing-15  miles;  BLM,  one  segment,  .3  miles. 
Santa  Clara  River-Gunlock  to  Grass  Springs  Reservoir; 

free-flowing,  22  miles;  BLM,  three  segments,  1.5  miles. 
Virgin  River  Gorge-Beaver  Dam  Mountains  Wilderness  to  Arizona 

state  line;  free-flowing-2.1  miles;  BLM,  one  segments,  1.5 

mi  les. 
Virgin  River-Beaver  Dam  Mountain  Wilderness  to  Springdale; 

free-flowing  45  miles;  BLM,  five  segments,  eight  miles. 
West  Fk.  Beaver  Dam  Wash-Motoqua  to  Nevada  state  line; 

free-flowing  12.5  miles;  BLM,  two  segments,  10.7  miles. 
West  Fk.  Beaver  Dam  Wash-Pine  Park  Canyon  to  Nevada  state  line; 

free-flowing-four  miles;  BLM,  three  segments,  .5  miles. 

As  is  evident  from  the  above  listing,  the  free-flowing  segments  under 
BLM  jurisdiction  are  often  highly  fragmented  in  the  context  of  the 
entire  free-flowing  section  of  the  stream.  The  aggregated  length  of 
BLM  segments  may  also  constitute  only  a  small  proportion  of  the  total 
length  of  the  free-flowing  river  section.  BLM  guidance  suggests  that 
substantial  control  of  40-50  percent  of  adjacent  shoreline  be  used  as  a 
guide  in  identifying  segments  to  be  evaluated  for  eligibility.  In 
discussing  minimum  segment  length,  the  guidance  states  that  Congress 
has  designated  a  segment  as  short  as  4.25  miles.  Because  the  DRA 
presence  on  Ash  Creek,  Crystal  Creek,  East  Fork  Beaver  Dam  Wash,  Santa 
Clara  River,  Virgin  River,  and  the  West  Fork  Beaver  Dam  Wash  (Pine  Park 
Canyon)  is  fragmented  or  limited  in  length,  BLM  segments  of  these 
streams  were  not  further  evaluated  for  eligibility. 
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The  Dixie  National  Forest  has  indicated  that  the  Forest  Service 
jurisdiction  in  Pine  Park  Canyon  does  not  meet  WSRA  eligibility 
standards.  The  Caliente  Resource  Area  of  the  Las  Vegas  BLM  District 
will  consider  the  eligibility  of  the  West  Fork  of  Beaver  Dam  Wash  in 
Pine  Park  Canyon  in  a  future  RMP  effort.  The  State  of  Nevada  has  not 
communicated  an  intent  to  study  the  West  Fork  above  or  below  Schroeder 
Lake  Reservoir  in  Beaver  Dam  State  Park  or  on  adjacent  private  lands. 
The  RMP  evaluated  the  two  DRA  segments  of  the  West  Fork  below  Schroeder 
Lake  and  above  Motoqua.  Although  The  Narrows  portion  of  this  section 
is  scenic  and  possesses  riparian  habitat,  the  scenic  values  are  not 
considered  in  a  regional.  State,  or  national  context.  The  scenic  value 
of  The  Narrows  segments  of  the  West  Fork  is  not  judged  to  be 
outstandingly  remarkable  in  a  regional  DRA  environment  which  includes 
the  Zion  Narrows  of  the  Virgin  River  in  Zion  National  Park  and  the 
Virgin  River  Gorge  in  the  Beaver  Dam  Mountains  Wilderness. 

Ft.  Pearce  Wash  qualifies  as  a  free-flowing  stream  with  sufficient 
length  to  be  considered  for  eligibility.  The  1989  Draft  Arizona  Strip 
District  RMP  does  not  consider  the  Arizona  portion  of  Ft.  Pearce  Wash 
to  be  eligible.  Dixie  RMP  evaluations  also  conclude  that  Ft.  Pearce 
Wash  lacks  the  "outstandingly  remarkable"  values  necessary  for  wild  and 
scenic  (WSR)  eligibility. 

Deep  Creek  and  the  North  Fork  of  the  Virgin  River  are  NRI  rivers 
associated  with  Zion  National  Park.  Eligibility  was  established  prior 
to  the  DRMP  by  virtue  of  the  1982  NRI  which  identified  outstandingly 
remarkable  values  and  the  1987  Supplemental  Agreement  between  BLM  and 
the  National  Park  Service.  Crystal  Creek,  Kolob  Creek,  LaVerkin  Creek, 
and  North  Creek  are  also  free-flowing  streams  associated  with  the 
National  Park.  The  DRMP  will  not  evaluate  outstandingly  remarkable 
values  and  determine  eligibility  of  these  streams.  Standards  for 
outstandingly  remarkable  values  of  the  BLM  segments  are  clearly  set  in 
the  context  of  national  park  significance.  For  example.  North  Creek  is 
the  Great  West  Canyon  of  Zion  National  Park  and  the  LaVerkin  Creek 
canyon  is  the  major  interior  drainage  in  the  Kolob  District  of  the 
Park.  The  Supplement  Agreement  is  an  appropriate  vehicle  for 
evaluating  the  BLM  segment  of  these  streams. 

The  DRMP  has  determined  that  the  1.5  miles  segment  of  the  Virgin  River 
Gorge  in  the  Beaver  Dam  Mountains  Wilderness  is  eligible  and  possesses 
outstandingly  remarkable  scenic,  geologic,  fisheries  and  wildlife 
values.  The  determination  is  in  concert  with  the  eligibility 
determination  in  the  1989  Draft  Arizona  Strip  District  RMP  which  found 
the  Virgin  River  Gorge  from  the  Utah  State  line  to  the  first  1-15 
bridge  to  be  eligible. 
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CLASSIFICATION 

Based  upon  the  current  condition  of  the  shorelines,  DRA  segments  on 
Deep  Creek,  the  North  Fork  of  the  Virgin  River,  and  the  Virgin  River 
Gorge  of  the  Beaver  Dam  Mountains  Wilderness  are  classified  as  wild. 
The  1989  Draft  Arizona  Strip  District  RMP  has  classified  the  Virgin 
River  Gorge  in  the  Wilderness  as  wild.  Eligibility  and  the  wild 
classification  of  Deep  Creek  refers  to  the  free-flowing  segment  with 
BLM  jurisdiction  extending  one-fourth  miles  from  either  bank.  This 
segment  and  the  North  Fork  of  the  Virgin  River  segment  are  both  located 
in  the  Deep  Creek  Wilderness  Study  Area.(WSA). 


INTERIM  MANAGEMENT 

Because  Deep  Creek  and  the  North  Fork  of  the  Virgin  River  are  within 
the  Deep  Creek  Wilderness  Study  Area,  interim  management  is  pursuant  to 
statutory  prescriptions  at  Section  603(c)  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  (FLPMA)  for  wilderness  study  areas  (WSAs).  Bureau  and 
Departmental  wild  and  scenic  rivers  regulations  and  guidelines  remain 
subordinate  to  the  statutory  prescriptions  for  WSA  interim  management 
at  Section  603(c).  Management  under  Section  603(c)  statutory  authority 
requires  that  the  present  natural  condition  of  the  two  canyons  be 
maintained  until  the  wilderness  designation  decision  is  reached  by 
Congress. 

Congressional  designation  of  the  Deep  Creek  WSA  as  wilderness  would 
afford  permanent  protection  beyond  the  lifetime  of  the  DRMP.  If  within 
the  life  of  the  RMP,  the  Deep  Creek  WSA  is  released  from  interim 
wilderness  protection,  various  DRMP  management  prescriptions  would  be 
in  effect  to  support  the  wild  classification.  The  Deep  Creek  and  North 
Fork  canyons  would  be  opened  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  with  an  no  surface 
occupancy  (NSO)  category  and  closed  to  off-highway  vehicle  (OHV)  use 
under  the  "P"  recreational  opportunity  spectrum  (ROS)  direction  of  the 
planning  alternatives.  Under  wild  interim  managment,  new  road 
construction  would  be  prohibited  and  the  free-flowing  condition  of  both 
streams  would  be  maintained  subject  to  the  extent  of  BLM  authority. 

Interim  wild  and  scenic  rivers  management  of  the  Virgin  River  Gorge  is 
subordinate  to  the  statutory  wilderness  management  prescriptions  of  the 
Arizona  Wilderness  Act  of  1984  and  the  Wilderness  Management  Plan: 
Paiute  and  Beaver  Dam  Mountains.  Arizona-Utah  (USDI.  BLM,  Arizona, 
1986)  that  implements  that  Act.  Wilderness  Management  is  complementary 
to  maintenance  of  the  river's  eligibility  at  the"wild"  classification 
level . 
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INTRODUCTION  AND  BACKGROUND 

In  Management  of  Desert  Tortoise  Habitat  (Kennedy  et  al  1987),  each 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  District  is  advised  to  designate  and 
categorize  desert  tortoise  habitat.  Specifically,  it  is  recommended 
that  all  desert  tortoise  populations  be  delineated  by  habitat 
management  areas  within  each  state.  These  desert  tortoise  habitat 
areas  are  to  be  described  and  categorized  to  reflect  their  relative 
importance  for  implementation  of  positive  management  actions. 

The  desert  tortoise  habitat  report  also  suggests  that  general  criteria 
should  be  developed  to  categorize  desert  tortoise  habitats  on  all  BLM 
administered  land  within  the  range  of  the  desert  tortoise.  Habitats 
thus  categorized  will  aid  in  the  timely  application  of  management 
actions  to  protect  or  improve  the  habitat.  To  this  end,  the  Utah  BLM 
coordinated  with  Nevada  and  Arizona  BLM,  Utah  Division  of  Wildlife 
Resources,  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife  and  Arizona  Game  and  Fish 
Department  to  develop  categories  that  are  compatible  and  contiguous 
with  adjacent  states. 

Further,  the  report  outlined  general  categorization  criteria  to 
include,  but  not  limited  to: 

— Manageabi lity 
-conflicts 
-land  status/tenure 

— Population 

-status  of  current  population 
-trend  of  population 

—Habitat 
-status 
-trend 

Considering  these  factors,  populations  and  habitats  reflect  symptoms  of 
the  desert  tortoise  resource  management  challenge  while  the 
manageability  factor  focuses  on  land  uses  or  actions  requiring  some 
degree  of  resolution. 

Additional  guidance  for  categorization  of  desert  tortoise  habitat  is 
found  in  Desert  Tortoise  Habitat  Management:  A  Rangewide  Plan  (Spang 
et  al  1988).  The  rangewide  plan  states  the  purpose  of  habitat 
categorization  is  "...to  provide  for  future  protection  and  management 
of  these  areas  and  their  associated  desert  tortoise  populations. 
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Differing  levels  of  management,  consistent  with  category  goals,  will  be 
applied  to  habitat  areas  within  each  category.  The  Bureau  is  committed 
to  maintaining  viable  desert  tortoise  populations  in  Category  I  and  II 
habitats  through  implementation  of  the  "Management  Actions"  prescribed 
in  the  Plan.  The  rangewide  plan  further  provides  more  specific 
guidance  for  categorization  as  shown  in  the  following  table. 

Goals  and  criteria  for  three  categories 

of  desert  tortoise  habitat  areas. 

The  criteria  are  ranked  by  importance  to  the  categorization  process, 

with  Criterion  1  being  most  important 

(after:  Desert  Tortoise  Habitat  Management:  A  Rangewide  Plan). 


ITEM 


CATEGORY  I 
HABITAT  AREAS 


CATEGORY  II 
HABITAT  AREAS 


CATEGORY  III 
HABITAT  AREAS 


Category  Goals 


Maintain  stable, 
viable  populations 
and  protect 
existing  tortoise 
habitat  values; 
increase 

populations  where 
possible 


Maintain  stable, 
viable  populations 
and  halt  further 
declines  in 
tortoise  habitat 
values 


Limit  tortoise 
habitat  and 
population 
declines  to  the 
extent  possible 
by  mitigating 
impacts 


Criterion  1 


Habitat  area 
essential  to 
maintenance  of 
large,  viable 
populations 


Habitat  area  may 
be  essential  to 
maintenance  of 
viable  populations 


Habitat  area  not 
essential  to 
maintenance  of 
viable 
populations 


Criterion  2 


Conflicts 
resolvable 


Most  conflicts 
resolvable 


Most  conflicts 
not  resolvable 


Criterion  3 


Medium  to  high 
density  or  low 
density  contiguous 
with  medium  or 
high  density 


Medium  to  high 
density  or  low 
density  contiguous 
with  medium  or 
high  density 


Low  to  medium 
density  not 
contiguous  with 
medium  or  high 
density 


Criterion  4 


Increasing,  stable 
or  decreasing 
population 


Stable  or 
decreasing 
population 


Stable  or 
decreasing 
population 
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DECISION 

Category  I  and  II  habitat  areas  are  essentially  the  same  in  regards  to 
the  criteria  utilized  for  delineation.  The  objectives  and  management 
actions  for  these  categories  are  reasonably  well  defined.  The 
consensus  among  BLM  and  State  desert  tortoise  biologists  from 
California,  Arizona,  Nevada,  and  Utah  was  that  the  only  significant 
difference  between  Category  I  and  II  was  whether  they  were  "essential" 
for  the  maintenance  of  viable  populations.  Therefore,  Criterion  I,  for 
Category  II  is  interpreted  to  mean  those  areas  important  for  the 
maintenance  of  viable  populations,  but  not  necessarily  essential.  Such 
areas  may  include  habitat  areas  adjacent  to  Category  I  designations, 
corridors  connecting  Category  I  areas,  buffer  zones,  or,  in  specific 
cases,  an  area  that  may  support  a  viable  population  on  its  own,  but  for 
defined  reasons  is  not  considered  essential  or  as  important  as  Category 
I  areas. 

Category  III  habitat  areas  are  defined  as  containing  low  to  medium 
density  populations  that  are  not  essential  to  the  maintenance  of  viable 
populations  or  where  most  conflicts  are  not  resolvable.  This  category 
will  be  managed  to  limit  desert  tortoise  habitat  and  population 
declines  to  the  extent  possible  by  mitigating  impacts. 

A  fourth  category,  though  not  specifically  identified  in  the  Rangewide 
Plan,  is  defined  as  those  areas  where  desert  tortoise  densities  are  so 
low  that  the  viability  of  the  existing  population  is  in  question  or 
areas  having  severely  fragmented  land  status  and  there  is  little 
potential  for  improving  such  populations  through  habitat  management. 
Corridor  areas,  such  as  along  the  Santa  Clara  River  and  Jackson  Wash 
areas  of  Washington  County,  and  isolated  areas  of  habitat  under 
private,  county  or  state  administration  are  examples.  Mitigation  or 
special  management  prescriptions  in  these  areas  is  best  identified  by 
state  or  county-wide  planning  for  threatened  and  endangered  species 
(Section  10(a),  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as  amended). 


CATEGORIZATION 

Based  upon  the  discussion  and  on  the  criterion  established  in  the 
rangewide  plan,  the  following  definitions  will  be  used  for  delineating 
desert  tortoise  habitat  in  Utah: 

Category  I  Habitat  Areas 

Areas  essential  for  the  maintenance  of  large  viable  populations 
and  may  include  moderate  to  high  density  areas  with  contiguous  low 
density  areas.  Each  Category  I  area  should  be  of  sufficient  size 
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and  contain  a  population  large  enough  to  stand  on  its  own 
indefinitely.  This  could  also  include  unique  and  isolated  populations 
such  as  City  Creek.  In  some  cases,  areas  containing  lower  density 
populations  will  be  included  if  that  population  is  of  biological 
significance,  e.g.,  Beaver  Dam  Slope  listed  population  and  Critical 
Habitat.  Conflicts  should  be  resolvable. 

Category  II  Habitat  Areas 

These  areas  are  important  for  the  maintenance  of  large  viable 
populations  and  may  include  moderate  to  high  density  sites  with 
contiguous  low  density  sites.  Each  Category  II  should  be  of 
sufficient  size,  and  contain  a  large  enough  population,  either  on 
its  own  or  in  conjunction  with  Category  I  Habitat  Areas,  to 
support  a  viable  population  indefinitely.  Most  conflicts  should 
be  resolvable.  In  many  cases,  these  areas  may  act  as  buffer  zones 
to  Category  I  Habitat  Areas,  or  more  importantly,  as  corridors 
connecting  Category  I  Habitat  Areas,  to  ensure  population 
immigration  and  emigration  and  genetic  flow  between  populations  to 
maintain  or  improve  genetic  variance.  These  areas  may  also  be 
areas  where  self-sustaining  populations  may  exist  indefinitely  and 
act  as  secondary  habitat  areas  within  each  genetic  unit  or  genetic 
subunit. 

Category  III  Habitat  Areas 

These  are  areas  containing  low  to  medium  densities  of  desert 
tortoises  and  are  not  contiguous  with  medium  or  high  density 
areas,  or  are  medium  to  high  density  areas  where  conflicts  are 
generally  not  resolvable.  Tortoise  habitat  loss  or  population 
declines  may  be  limited  through  Section  7  or  Section  10(a), 
Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as  amended. 


HABITAT  MAPPING 

The  mapping  units  are  not  static  in  nature.  The  category  units  are 
dynamic  and  subject  to  redefinition  as  future  surveys,  monitoring  and 
studies  refine  our  understanding  of  the  desert  tortoise.  The  map  does 
not  include  an  evaluation  of  desert  tortoise  habitat  condition  or 
trend.  This  information  will  continue  to  be  gathered  and  the  results 
incorporated  as  interpretations  are  available.  The  BLM  will  not 
downgrade  areas  based  on  habitat  changes  which  are  a  result  of 
permitted  activities.  Changes  will  be  made  only  as  a  result  of 
improved  information  and  not  as  a  means  of  avoiding  potential 
"nonresolvable"  conflicts.  A  habitat  category  map  is  available  for 
review  in  the  Dixie  Resource  Area  Office. 
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THREATENED  AND  ENDANGERED  SPECIES— WASHINGTON  COUNTY,  UTAH 

Source:  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  July  1990 

Bald  Eagle  (Haliaeetus  leucocephalus) 
Peregrine  Falcon  (Falco  peregrinus) 
Desert  Tortoise  (Gopherus  agassizii ) 
Woundfin  (Plaqopterus  arqentissimus) 
Dwarf  Bear  Poppy  (Arctomecon  humilis) 
Siler  Pincushion  Cactus  (Pediocactus  si leri ) 
Virgin  River  Chub  (Gila  robusta  seminuda) 


CATEGORY  2  SPECIES— WASHINGTON  COUNTY,  UTAH 

Source:  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  July  1990 

Definition:  Category  2:  The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has 
information  which  indicates  that  a  proposal  to  list  as  either 
threatened  or  endangered  is  possibly  appropriate,  but  conclusive  data 
are  not  currently  available. 

Spotted  Bat  (Euderma  maculatum) 

Merriam's  Kangaroo  Rat  (Dipodomvs  merriami  frenatus) 

Virgin  River  Montane  Vole  (Microtus  montanus  rivularis) 

White-Faced  Ibis  (Plegadis  chihi) 

Ferruginous  Hawk  (Buteo  swainsoni ) 

Western  Snowy  Plover  (Charadrius  alexandrinus  nivosus) 

Mountain  Plover  (Charadrius  montanus) 

Long-Billed  Curlew  (Numenius  americanus) 

Spotted  Owl  (Strix  occidentals) 

Southwest  Willow  Flycatcher  (Emidonax  trai lii  extimus) 

Arizona  Southwestern  Toad  (Bufo  microscaphus  microscaphus) 

Virgin  River  Spinedace  (Lepidomeda  mol 1 i spinis  mol 1 i spini s) 

Utah  Hydroporus  Diving  Beetle  (Hvgrotus  utahensis) 

Utah  Minute  Moss  Beetle  (Limnebius  crassalus) 

Utah  Chaetarthria  Water  Scavenger  Beetle  (Chaetarthria  utahensis) 

Spotted  Warner  Valley  Dunes  June  Beetle  (Pol vphvl la  avittat) 

MacNeill  Sooty  Wing  Skipper  (Nesperopsis  gracielae) 

(no  common  name)  (Asplenium  andrewsi i ) 
Gumbo  Milk-Vetch  (Astragalus  ampul larius) 
Holmgren  Milk-Vetch  (Astragalus  holmqreniorum) 
Virgin  River  Thistle  (Cirsium  virginensis) 

(no  common  name)  (Eriqeron  sioni s) 
Jones  Golden  Aster  (Heterotheca  ionesii ) 
Whipple  Opuntia  (Opuntia  whipplei  var.  multigeniculata) 
Virgin  Phacelia  (Phacelia  cephalotes) 
Utah  Spikemoss  (Selaginella  utahensis) 
Zion  Tansy  (Sphaeromeria  ruthiae) 
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APPENDIX  8 

LIST  OF  ACRONYMS 

ACEC:  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 


Allotment  Management  Plan 

Application  for  Permit  to  Drill  (fluid  minerals) 

al 1-terrain  vehicles 


AMP 

APD 

ATV 

AU:  animal  unit 

AUM:  animal  unit  month 

BIA:  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

BLM:  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

BMP:  Best  Management  Practice 

CCD:  Cedar  City  District  Office  (BLM) 

CFR:  Code  of  Federal  Regulations 

C&MU:  Classification  and  Multiple  Use 

DRA:  Dixie  Resource  Area 

EIS:  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

EPA:  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

ERMA:   Extensive  Recreation  Management  Area 

F:  Fahrenheit 

FS:  Forest  Service 

FWS:  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

FLPMA:  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 

HMP:  Habitat  Mangement  Plan 

I:  Interstate 

IMP:  Interim  Management  Policy 

ISA:  Instant  Study  Area 

IPP:  Intermountain  Power  Project 

MFP:  Management  Framework  Plan 

MSA:  Management  Situation  Analysis 

NAAQS:  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 

NPS:  National  Park  Service 

NRI:  National  Rivers  Inventory 

NSO:  no  surface  occupancy 

NWSRA:  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act 

OHV:  off-highway  vehicle 

ONA:  Outstanding  Natural  Area 

R&PP:  Recreation  and  Public  Purpose 

RMP:  Resource  Management  Plan 

RNA:  Research  Natural  Area 

ROS:  Recreational  Opportunity  Spectrum 

SCS:  Soil  Conservation  Service 

SRMA:  Special  Recreation  Management  Area 

SSF:  soil  surface  factor 

T&E:  threatened  and  endangered 

UDWR:  Utah  Division  of  Wildlife  Resources 

USDA:  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 

USDC:  United  States  Department  of  Commerce 
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APPENDIX  8 

LIST  OF  ACRONYMS  (continued) 


USDI:  United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

USFNS:  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

USO:  Utah  State  Office  (BLM) 

VRM:  visual  resource  management 

WA:  Wilderness  Area 

WSA:  Wilderness  Study  Area 

WSR:  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

WSRA:  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act 
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APPENDIX  9 

LIST  OF  PREPARERS 


TEAM  MEMBER     TITLE 


ASSIGNMENT 


EDUCATION 


YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 


Gordon  Staker   District  Manager 

Ron  Montagna    Associate 

Di  strict  Manager 

Frank  Rowley    (transferred) 
Area  Manager 

Linda  Barwick   Clerk-Typist 

Laurie  Ford     Realty  Specialist 

Pete  Wilkins  District 
Planning 
Coordinator 


B.S.,  Range 
Science 

B.S.  Outdoor 
Recreation 

B.S.,  Range 
Science 


Supervision  and 
Management 

Supervision  and 
Management 

Supervision  and 
Management 

Word  Processing 

Edi  tor 


Planning  Coordinator/   B.S.  Natural 
Technical  Coordinator/  Resources 
GIS 


29 

15 

22 

15 
10 
10 


David  Brine 


Supervi  sory 
Envi  ronmental 
Special i  st 


Dave  Everett    Envi  ronmental 
Special i  st 


Team  Leader 
Draft 


Team  Leader 
Final 


M.S.  Wildlife  Bio/  17 
Land  Use  Planning 


B.S.  Biology 


20 


Larry  Royer 


Outdoor 
Recreation  Planner 


Recreation/VRM 


M.S.  Natural 
Resources 


25 


Ron  Hooper     Hydro! ogist 


Steve  Hedges    Wildlife 
Biologi  st 


Dale  Ross 


Realty 
Special  i  st 


Jack  Scheffey   GIS 

Coordi  nator 

(Utah  State  Office) 


Minerals,  Soil,  Water   B.S.  Watershed 
Air,  Riparian  Management 


Wildlife,  T&E, 
Forestry,  Range 


B.S.  Wildlife 
Biology 


Lands,  Rights-of-Way,   B.S.  Range 
Fire,  Transportation    Management 


GIS 


13 


16 


25 


B.S.  Forestry/ 
Wildlife  Management 


Carla  Garrison  Cartographer         Cartographic 
(Utah  State  Office) 


B.S.  Anthropology/   9 
Cartography 
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APPENDIX  9 

LIST  OF  PREPARERS  (continued) 


TEAM  MEMBER     TITLE 


ASSIGNMENT 


EDUCATION 


YEARS 
EXPERIENCE 


Scott  Spooner   Geologist 


Paul  Carter     Geologist 


Geology,  Topography, 
Mineral s 

Mineral s 


Bob  Douglas     Wildlife  Biologist     Wildlife 

G.D.  MacDonald  Supervisory  Range 

Range  Conservationist 


Max  Hodson     Soil  Scientist 


Gardiner  Dalley  Archaeologist 

Ron  Burkey     Fire  Management 
Officer 

Don  Stucker     Civil  Engineer 


Soils 

Cultural  Resources 
Fi  re 

Transportation 


Esther  Wasden   (Retired)  Rights-of-Way, 

Realty  Specialist     Lands 


Paul  Boos      (Transferred) 
Outdoor 
Recreation  Specialist 

Jay  Carlson     (Transferred) 

Socio/Economics 


Recreation/VRM 


Economics 


Donna  Dischbein  Computer  Assistant     Word  Processing 
John  Payne     Wildlife  Biologist     T  &  E  Species 


B.S.  Geology 


Phd.  Bio/Geo 
Chemi  stry 

B.S.  Botany 

B.S.  Range 
Science 

B.S.  Agronomy 
(Soils) 


15 

15 
25 

28 


M.A.  Anthropology   17 
B.S.  Forestry       18 


B.S.  Civil 
Engineering/ 
Economi  cs 


28 


28 


M.F.  Forest 

17 

Recreation 

M.S.  Forestry/ 

12 

Economics 

B.A.  Education 

22 

M.S.  Range/ 

15 

Wildlife  Science 
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APPENDIX  10 

MAPS 


The  following  maps  depict  resources  and  management  areas  described  in  the 
Proposed  Plan. 
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OFF-HIGHWAY  VEHICLE  DESIGNATIONS 


DIXIE     RESOURCE     AREA 

CEDAR     CITY     DISTRICT 


37°41'15' 


T  36  S 


113°15  0.0"     _„ 


T  37  S 


T  38  S 


T  39  S 


OPEN  TO  OHV  USE 

LIMITED  OHV  USE 

CLOSED  TO  OHV  USE 
NATIONAL  BACK  COUNTRY  BYWAY 
MOTORIZED  ROAD 
NON-MOTORIZED  TRAIL 


0  5  10  MILES 

I       I       I       I       I 


T  40  S 


w  15' 


112°48'15" 

137°33'45" 


114° 

R   20  W  R   19  W 


37  00' 


R  18  W 


45' 

R    17   W 


R   16  W 


NOTE:  Daslgnatlons  apply  ONLY  to  land  admlnlstarad  by  the  B.L.M. 
wittiln  ttia  DIxIa  Resourca  Arao. 


30' 

R  15  W  R   14  W 

ARIZONA 


R   13  W 


R  12  W 


113'= 

R   11    W  R   10  W 


R  9   W 
SEPTEMBER  1990 

228 


DIXIE     RESOURCE     AREA 

CEDAR     CITY     DISTRICT 


RIPARIAN  HABITAT  AND 

WILD  &  SCENIC  RIVER  SEGMENTS 


37°4ri5' 


T  36  S 


^%°oVvi&-       iiii   W"-D  &  SCENIC  RIVER  SEGMENTS 

N 

,„-^—    ALL  INVENTORIED  RIPARIAN  HABITAT 


T  37  S 


T  38  S 


T  39  S 


T  40  S 


T  41    S 


T  42  S 


T  43  S 


112°4-B'15" 
1  37°33'45" 


114° 

R   20  W 


R   19   W 


R   18  W 


45' 

R   17   W 


R   16  W 


NOTE:  Designations  apply  ONLY  to  land  administered  by  the  B.L.M. 
within  the  Dixie  Resource  Area. 


30' 

R   15  W  R   14  W 

ARIZONA 


R   13  W 


R  12  W 


R  11   W 


113° 

R   10  W 


R  9  W 

SEPTEMBER  1990 

230 


DIXIE     RESOURCE     AREA 

CEDAR     CITY     DISTRICT 


INSTREAM  FLOW  NEEDS 


37°41'15" UlL 


T  36  S 


T  37  S 


T  38  S 


T  39  S 


T  40  S 


113°15'00" 

—  37°41'15" 


112°48'15" 
1  37°33'45" 


114° 

R   20  W  R   19   W 


R   18  W 


R   16  W 


30' 
R  15  W  R   14  W 

ARIZONA 


R   13  W 


R  12  W 


113° 

R  11   W  R  10  W 


112048'15" 
R  9  W 

SEPTEMBER  1990 

232 


DIXIE     RESOURCE     AREA 

CEDAR     CITY     DISTRICT 


WATER  RESOURCES 


37°41'15' 


T  36  S 


T  37  S 


T  38  S 


T  39  S 


NAVAJO  AQUIFER 

WATER  PROTECTION  ZONE 

HiLLDALE  MUNICIPAL  WATERSHED 


112°48'15" 

1  37°33'45" 


w  15 


37  00' 


R   16  W 


30' 

R   15  W  R   14  W 

ARIZONA 


R   13  W 


R   12  W 


113" 
R   11    W  R   10  W 


1120*8'15" 
R  9  W 

SEPTEMBER  1990 

234 


DIXIE     RESOURCE     AREA 

CEDAR     CITY     DISTRICT 


37°41'15" 


T  36  S 


BIG  GAME  HABITAT 

I      1  PRIORITY  HABITAT 
n't7°°ii5'     \:-M  CRITICAL  HABITAT 

N  -^^    DEER  MIGRATION  ROUTES 

I        I  FAWNING  &  CALVING  AREAS 


T  37  S 


T  38  S 


112°48'15" 

1  37°33'45" 


T   39    S 


T  40  S 


T  41    S 


T  42  S 


T  43  S 


37  00' 


114° 

R   20  W  R    19   W 


R   18  W 


R   16  W 


30' 

R   15  W  R   14  W 

ARIZONA 


R  9   W 

SEPTEMBER  1990 

236 


DIXIE     RESOURCE     AREA 

CEDAR     CITY     DISTRICT 


THREATENED  AND  ENDANGERED  SPECIES 


37°41'15" 


T  36  S 


113°15'00" 

—   37°41'15" 


T  37  S 


T  38  S 


DWARF  BEARCLAW  POPPY 
SILER  CACTUS 


DESERT  TORTOISE 
PEREGRINE  FALCON 


0  S  10  MILES 

~l 


—  WOUNDFIN  AND  CHUB  HABITAT 


112°4B'15" 
1  37°33'45" 


T   39    S 


T  40  S 


T  41    S 


DIXIE    N.F. 


T  42  5 


T  43  S 


37"00'< 


HILLDAU 


R   16  W  R  15  W 


R  14  W 


R   13  W 


R   12  W 


113° 

R   11   W  R   10  W 


37  00' 
lia048'15" 


ARIZONA 


R  9   W 
SEPTEMBER  1990 

238 


DIXIE     RESOURCE     AREA 

CEDAR     CITY     DISTRICT 


AREAS     OF     CRITICAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN  (ACEC) 


37°41'15" 


T  36  S 


T  37  S 


T  38  S 


T  39  S 


T  40  S 


1  37033'45" 


T   41    S 


T  42  S 


T  43  S 


37  00' 


114° 
R  20  W  R   19  W 


R  18  W 


R   16  W 


NOTE:  Dsslgnotjons  apply  ONLY  to  land  administered  by  the  B.L.M. 
within  the  Dixie  Resource  Area. 


30' 
R   15  W  R   14  W 

ARIZONA 


R  13  W 


R  12  W 


R  11   W 


113° 

Il2°4a'l5" 

R  10  W 

R  9  W 

SEPTEMBER  1990 

240 

D^^ 


J-S--^"^ 


o' 


>;>- 


Resource  Area  Map 

114'00-        R19W 


This  map  complies  with  national 


R  9  W 

PRINTING  OFFICE-  1986-777-017 


Proposed  RMP 


37°4ri5 


DIXIE     RESOURCE     AREA 

CEDAR     CITY     DISTRICT 


T  56  S 


T  37  S 


T  38  S 


T  39  S 


PROPOSED  DIXIE  RESOURCE    MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


U3°1500 


37°41'15 


I  I 


POTENTIAL  WILD  &  SCENIC  RIVERS:  primitive  recreation,  t  &  e  animals,  wildlife  and  multiple  use  management 
DESIGNATED  WILDERNESS:  primitive  recreation,  t  &  e  animals,  wildlife  and  vrm  multiple  use  management 

ACECs:  RECREATION,  watershed,  grazing  &  WILDLIFE  MULTIPLE  USE  MANAGEMENT 

ACQUISITIONS:  t  &  e  species,  watershed,  recreation  &  wildlife  multiple  use  management 

OIL  &  GAS  CATEGORY  3  (NSO):  watershed,  primitive  recreation,  t  &  e  plants,  and  wildlife  multiple  use  management 

RIGHT-OF-WAY  CORRIDORS:  R-o-Ws,  grazing,  recreation  &  minerals  (all)  multiple  use  management 

OIL  &  GAS  CATEGORY  2  (SPEC.  STIPS):  grazing,  watershed,  wildlife  &  t  g,  e  animals  multiple  use  management 

LAND  DISPOSALS:  minerals  (saleable,  leascable),  grazing,  recreation  &  r-o-Ws  multiple  use  management 

SRMAs:  watershed,  wildlife,  realty  &  grazing  multiple  use  management 

VRM  CLASS  II:  recreation,  wildlife,  watershed  &  grazing  multiple  use  mangement  i 

GRAZING:  minerals  ialli.  watershed,  wildlife  &  grazing  multiple  use  management 


^^ 37  33'45" 


T  40  S 


T  41    S 


T  42  S 


T  45  S 


37°00' 


R  20  W 


R   14  W 
ARIZONA 


R    13  W 


R   12  W 


R   11    W 


R   10  W 


R  9  W 


37°  00' 


SEPTEMBER    1990 


1            1 

v 

X 

D 

u 

V 

HK 

o 

c 

Qf- 

0 

U 

73 

X 

3 
C 

'^ 

C       ' 

0 

a 

U 

u 

■" 

AD    243  .Ub  C4J  i^:'^ 

Proposed  Dixie  resource 
management  plan/fmal 


BLM  LIBRARY 

RS150ABLDG.50 

DENVER  FEDERAL  CENTER 

P.O.  BOX  25047 

DENVER,  CO  8022a 


BLM-UT-PT-90-010-1618 


